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EMENDATIONS AND ADDITIONS 


B.9, line 12 ff. On the ha 
pa 

P. 18, note, read ** Ocrgel.”” 

P. 14, line & from below. For “* Augustinian,” read “colleague at the 
University of Wittenberg.” 

P. 2 line 2 from below to p. #8, line 1 Elsewhere he does so quite 
cleatly, ep. * Tischteden ” (Veit Dietrich), Weim. ed., 1, p. 61. 

P. 29, line 7 from below, It was not actually a papal Bull, but a docu 
ment in the Pope's name drawn up by Carvajal, the legate 


P, 90, line 12, Read: "*Cochleus, who knew something of the 
matter”; line 2 from below, after **told us" add: “In point of fact it 
is clear that Luther's journey failed in its purpose, and that the dispute 
was finally settled only in May, 1512, at the Cologne Chapter” ; note 1, 
last line, omit “his” and add after date “ p. 97.” 


P. 38, line 11, The account of the incident at the Scala Santa must be 
corrected in the light of new information. See vol, vi, xlii., 2. 


P. 38, line 2 from below. Read: “ October 18." 

P. 99, line 21. For“ He himself admits, et 
to have looked on his removal to Wittenberg as a ‘come down. 
below, p. 127. 
pet Nee Hor amanta sparen sii Belles (ire 

P. 12, line 18 Read: + captiosi et contentiosi.” 

P. 148, note 1, line 8. For “Luther” read “Lang.” 

P. 169, note 2, line 8, Read **fongisrime.”* 

P. 178, note 3, line 3, For 1896” read * 18654,"" 

P, 184, line 14, For Vogel” read “ Vopel.” 

P, 199, last paragraph. Correct according to vol. vi., xlii, 4 

P. 219, note 5. Add: «That, in the Commentary on Romans Justifi- 
cation is produced by humility, is admitted by Wilh. Braun (Evang. 
Kirchenzeitung,’ 1911, No. 82, col. 505)." 

P. 287, note 1, line 6. Afer *‘conventualiter” add ‘* per omnia,” 

P. 812, line 20. For “ 97" read '+99.” 

P. 815, line 1. For April 25° read ‘ April 26." 

P. 332, note 1, line 1. For “* February 13" read ** May 22,” 

P. 337, note 1. For May " read ‘ September.” 

P, 996, Sec the various texts in greater detail in vol. vi, alii 6. 





ep. Paulus, Joh. Hoffmeister,” 1891, 












read: “Yet he seems. 
tied 
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INTRODUCTION 


(PREFACE TO THE FIRST AND SECOND GERMAN 
EDITIONS) 


‘Tur author's purpose in the present work # has been to give 
an exact historical and psychological picture of Luther’s 
personality, which still remains an enigma from so many 
points of view. He would fain present an accurate delinea- 
tion of Luther’s character as scen both from within and from 
outside throughout the history of his life and work from his 
earliest years till his death. He has, however, placed his 
hero's intcrior life, his spiritual development and his psychic 
history well in the foreground of his sketch. 

‘The external history of the originator of the great German 
schism has indeed been dealt with fully enough before this. 
Special historical studics on the various points of his carcer 
and times exist in great number and are being daily added to. 
Whenever necessary, the author has made use of such 
existing material, although these works are only rarely 
quoted, in order not to overload the book. 

Everyone knows with what animation Luthcr’s life has 
recently been discussed, how his doctrines have been probed, 
and how they have been compared and contrasted with the 
theology of the Middle Ages. The Commentary on the 
Epistle to the Romans, a work of Luther's youth, which was 
first made use of by Denifle and which now cxists in a 
printed form, has supplied very important new material for 
the study of the rise of his opinions. With the assistance 
of this work it has become possible to give an entirely new 
explanation of how the breach with Rome came about. 
With regard to the actual questions of dogma, it has been 
my endeavour to bestow upon them the attention necessary 
for a right comprchension of history ; at the same time the 
theological element can only be considered as secondary, 
our intention being to supply an exact portrait of Luther 
as a whole, which should emphasise various aspects of his 

1 Luther, von Hantsanx Grisan, §.J. (Herdersche Verlegshandlung, 
Freiburg im Breisgau, 1911-12). 
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mind and character, and not to write a history of dogma, 
much less a controversial or theological tract. The investiga- 
tion of his mind, of his intellectual and moral springs of 
action, and of the spiritual reaction which he himse 
experienced from his life’s work, is indispensably ne 
sary if we wish to do justice to the man who so powerfully 
influenced the development of Europe, and to form a correct 
idea of the human sides, good as well as bad, of his character. 

We have preferred, when sketching the psychological 
picture, to do so in Luther’s own words. This method was, 
however, the most suitable one, in spite of its apparent 
elumsiness ; indeed it is the only one which does not merely 
put the truth before the eyes of the reader, but likewise the 
proofs that it is the truth, while at the same time giving an 
absolutely life-like picture. It has frequently ben necessary 
to allow Luther to speak in his own words in order that in 
matters which have been diversely interpreted, or on which 
he was somewhat uncertain, he may be free to bring forward 
the pros and cons himself; we have thus given him the 
fullest opportunity to defend or accuse himself. If, for this 
reason, he is quoted more often than some readers may like, 
yet the originality of his mode of expression, which is always 
Vivid, often drastic, and not infrequently eloquent, should 
suffice to prevent any impression of tiresomeness. 

Luther's personality with all its well-known outspokenness 
has, as a matter of course, been introduced, unvarnished 
and unexpurgated, just as it betrays itself in the printed 
pamphlets, which as a rule give so vivid a picture of the 
writer, in the confidential letters, and in the chatty talk 
with his friends and table-companions. In a book which, 
needless to say, is not destined for the edification of the 
young, but to describe, as an historical work should, the 
conditions of things as they really were, the author has not 
thought it permissible to suppress certain offensive passages, 
or to tone down expressions which, from the standpoint of 
modern taste, are often too outspoken. With regard to the 
Table-Talk it may at once be stated that, by preference, we 
have gone to the actual sourees from whence it was taken, 
so far as these sourees are known, i.e. to the first Notes made 
by Luther’s own pupils and recently edited from the actual 
MSS. by Protestant scholars such as Preger, Wrampelmeyer, 
Loesche, Kroker, and others. 
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In order to preserve the character of the old-time language, 
the original words and phrascs employed by Luther, and 
also by his friends, have been, as far as possible, adhered to, 
though not the actual mode of spelling. A certain un- 
equalness was, however, unavoidable owing to the fact that 
ome of Luther's Latin expressions which have been trans- 
lated into modern German appear side by side with texts in 
old German, and that in the first written notes of the Table- 
‘Talk frequently only half the sentence is in German, the 
other half, owing to the use of Latin stenography, or because 
the speakers intermingled Latin and German haphazard, 
being given in Latin. Some difficultics presented by the 
German of that day have been made plain to the reader by 
words introduced in brackets. 

In selecting and sifting the material, a watchful eye has 
been kept not only on Luther’s mental history, but also on 
the Luther-Legends, whether emanating from advocates of 
the Wittenberg Doctor or from his Catholic opponents. It is 
a remarkable phenomenon only to be explained by the 
ardent interest taken in the struggle which Luther called 
forth, how quickly and to what an extent legendary matter 
accumulated, and with what tenacity it was adhered to. 
‘The inventions which we already find flourishing luxuriantly 
in the earliest panegyrics on the Reformer and in the oldest 
controversial works written to confute him (we express no 
opinion on the good faith of either side), are many of them 
not yet exploded, but continue a sort of tradition, even to 
the present day. Much that was false in the tales dating 
from the outset, whether in Luther's favour or to his 
advantage, is still quoted to-day, in favour of or against him. 
In the light of a dispassionate examination the cloud-banks 
of pancgyrics and embellishments tend, however, to vanish 
into thin air, though, on the other hand, a number of dark 
spots which still clung to the memory of the man—owing 
to hasty acceptance of the statements of older anti-Lutheran 
writers, have also disappeared. 

The Protestant historian, Wilhelm Maurenbrecher, de- 
clared in 1874 in his “ Studien und Skizzen zur Geschichte 
der Reformationszcit ” (p. 289), that a good life of Luther 
could not soon be written owing to the old misrepresenta- 
tions having given birth to a fable convenue; “ the rubbish 
and filth with which the current theological view of the 
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Reformation period has been choked up, intentionally or 
unintentionally, is too great, and the utter nonsense 
which it has been the custom to present and to accept with 
readiness as Luther’s history, is still too strong.” Mauren- 
brecher, speaking of the Protestant tradition, felt himself 
justified in alluding to “a touching affection for stories 
which have become dear.” During the forty years or so 
which have elapsed since then, things have, however, im- 
proved considerably. Protestant scholars have taken on 
themselves the honourable task of clearing away thc rubbish. 
Nevertheless, looking at the accounts in vogue of Luther's 
development, one of the most recent historians of dogma, 
writing from Luther's own camp, at the very commencement 
of a work dealing with the Reformer’s development, declares + 
We still possess no reliable biography of Luther.” So says 
Wilhelm Braun in his work, “Die Bedeutung der Con- 
cupiscenz in Luthers Leben und Lehre ” (Berlin, 1908). 

The excrescences on the Catholic side have also been 
blamed by conscientious Catholic historians. Iam not here 
speaking of the insulting treatment of Luther customary with 
some of the older polemical writers, with regard to which 
Erasmus said: “ Si seribit adversus Lutherum, qui subinde 
vocat illum asinum, stipitem, bestiam, cacodimonem, anti- 
christum, nihil erat facilius quam in illum scribere” (** Opp.,”” 
ed. Lugd., 8, col. 658) ; I am speaking rather of the great 
number of fables and false interpretations which have been 
accepted, mostly without verification. Concerning these 
Joseph Schmidlin says in his article, “Der Weg zum 
historischen Verstindnis des Luthertums” (IIL,  Vereins- 
schrift der Gorresgesellschaft far 1909,” p. 82 f.): “ The 
Luther-problem has not yct found a solution. . . . To 
what an extent the apologctico-dogmatic method, as 
employed by Catholics, can deviate from historical truth is 
proved down to the present day by the numerous contro- 
versial pamphlets merely intended to serve the purposes of 
the moment... . The historical point of view, on the 
contrary, is splendidly adapted to bring into evidence the 
common ground on which Catholic and Protestant scholars 
ean, to a certain extent, join hands.” 

While confronting the fables which have grown up on 
either side with the simple facts as they are known, I was, 
naturally, unwilling to be constantly denouncing the 




















Google WN 


INTRODUCTION xxxi 


authors who were responsible for their invention or who have 
since made them their own, and accordingly, on principle, 
I have avoided mentioning the names of those whose 
accounts I have rectified, and confined myself to the facts 
alone ; in this wise I hope to have avoided giving offence 
or any reason for superfluous personal discussions. I trust 
that it is clear from the very form of the book, which dcals 
with Luther and with him alone, that the history of the 
Wittenberg Doctor is my only concern and that I have no 
wish to quarrel with any writer of olden or more recent 
times. I have been able to profit by the liberty thus 
attained, to attack the various fables without the slightest 
scruple. 

With regard to the other details of the work ; my inten- 
tion being to write a psychology of Luther based on his 
history, it necessarily followed that some parts which were 
of special importance for this purpose had to be treated at 
greater length, whereas others, more particularly historical 
events which had already been repeatedly described, could 
be passed over very lightly. 

Owing to the psychological point of view adopted in this 
work the author has also been obliged to follow certain rules 
in the division and grouping. Some sections had to be 
devoted to the consideration of special points in Luther's 
character and in the direction of his mind, manifestations of 
which frequently belong to entirely different periods of his 
life. Certain pervading tendencies of his life could be 
treated of only in the third volume, and then only by going 
back to elements already portrayed, but absolutely essential 
for a right comprehension of the subject. Without some 
such arrangement it scemed impossible to explain satis- 
factorily his development, and to produce a convincing 
picture of the man as a whole. 

Although a complete and lengthy description has been 
devoted to Luther's idea of his higher mission (vol. iii., ch. 
xvi.}-a subject rightly considered of the greatest interest 
—yet the growth of this idea, its justification, and its 
various phases, is really being dealt with throughout the 
work. The thoughtful reader will probably be able to 
arrive at a decision as to whether the idca was well founded 
or not, from the historical materials furnished by Luther 
himself. He will see that the result which shines out from 
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the pages of this book is one gained purely by means of 
history, and that the mere scientific process is sufficient to 
smooth the way for a solution of the question; to discuss it 
from a sectarian standpoint never entered into my mind. 

The writer's unalterable principle on this point has been, 
that in historical studies the religious convictions of the 
author must never induce him to sct aside the stubborn 
facts of the past, to refuse their full importance to the 
sources, or pusillanimously to deny the rightful deductions 
from history. This, however, does not mean that he has 
imposed on himself any denial of his religious convictions. 
Just as the convinced Protestant, when judging of historical 
facts, cannot avoid showing his personal standpoint, and 
just as the frecthinking historian applies his own standard 
everywhere in criticising events both profane and religious, 
so the Catholic too must be free to express his opinion from 
the point of view of his own principles as soon as the facts 
have been established. The unreasonableness and im- 
possibility of writing a history from which personal con- 
victions are entirely absent has been recognised by all 
competent authorities, and, in a subject like that here 
treated, this is as plain as day, Such an artificial and unreal 
history of Luther would surely be dreary and dull enough to 
frighten anyone, apart from the fact that Luther himself, 
whose fiery nature certainly admitted nothing of indifference, 
would be the first to protest against it, if he could. 

Is it really impossible for a Catholic historian to depict 
Luther as he really was without offending Protestant 
feclings in any way ? Without any cxaggcrated optimism, 
I believe it to be quite possible, because honesty and 
historical justice must always be able to find a place some- 
where under the sun and wherever light can be thrown, even 
in the most delicate historical questions. In the extracts 
from my studies on Luther (cp. for instance the article 
“Der ‘gute Trunk’ in den Lutheranklagen, eine Revision” in 
the “ Historisches Jahrbuch,” 1005, pp. 479-507), Protestants 
themselves admitted that the matter was treated “ with 
entire objectivity’? and acknowledged the “ moderate 
tone ” which prevailed throughout. Such admissions were 
to me a source of real pleasure. Other crities, highly pre- 
judiced in favour of Luther, actually went so far as to 
declare, that this impartiality and moderation was “ all on 
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the surface” and a mere “ingenious make-believe,” 
employed only in order the better to deceive the reader. 
They took it upon themselves to declare it impossible that 
certain charges made against Luther should have been 
minimised by me in real earnest, and various good aspects of 
his character admitted frankly and with conviction. Such 
discovcrics, as far-fetched as thcy ate wanting in courtesy, 
may be left to take care of themselves, though I shall not be 
surprised to be again made the object of similar personal 
insults on the appearance of this book. 

I may, however, assure Protestant readers in general, 
whose esteem for Luther is great and who may be dis- 
agreeably affected by certain passages in this book which are 
new to them, that the idea of offending them by a single 
word was very far from my intention, I am well aware, and 
the many years I have passed at home in a country of which 
the population is partly Catholic and partly Protestant have 
made it still clearer to me, how Protestants carry out in all 
good faith and according to their lights the practice of their 
religion, Merely in view of these, and quite apart from the 
gravity of the subject itself, everything that could be looked 
on as a challenge or an insult should surely be avoided as a 
stupid blunder. I would therefore ask that the book be 
judged impartially, and without allowing feclings, in them- 
selves quite natural, to interfere unduly ; Iet the reader ask 
himself simply whether each assertion is, or is not, proved 
by the facts and witnesses, As regards the author, however, 
he would ask his readers to remember that we Catholics (to 
quote the words of a Swiss writer) ‘‘ are not prevented by 
the view we hold of the Church, from rejoicing over all that 
our separated brethren throughout the world have preserved 
of the inheritance of Christ, and display in their lives, that, 
on the contrary, our best and sincerest esteem is for the bona 
fides of those who think otherwise than we"? (“ Schwei- 
zerische Kirchenzeitung.” 1910, No. 52, December 29). 

With regard to “inconvenient facts,’ Friedrich Paulsen 
wrote in his “Geschichte des gelchrten Unterrichts ” (I?, 
1896, p. 196): “If Protestant historians had not yielded so 
much to the inclination to slur over inconvenient facts, 
Janssen’s ‘ History of the German People? [English trans., 
1901-1909] would not have made the impression it did— 
surely an ‘inconvenient fact’ for many Protestants.” The 
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same respected Protestant scholar also has a word to say to 
those who were scandalised at some disagrecable historical 
home-truths which he had published, “as though it were my 
fault that facts occurred in the history of the Reformation 
which a friendly biographer of Luther must regret.” 

Even in the Protestant world of the present day there is 
a very general demand for a plain, unvarnished picture of 
Luther.“ Amicus Lutherus magis amica veritas,” as Chr. 
Rogge said when voicing this demand ; the same writer also 
admitted that there was “much to be learnt from the Catho- 
lies, even though they emphasised Luther's less favourable 
qualities”; that, “ we could not indecd expect them to look 
at Luther with our eyes, but nevertheless we have not lost 
all hope of again finding among them men who will fight the 
Monk of Wittenberg with weapons worthy of him.” And 
further, “ the scholar given up to historical research can and 
ought to strive to bring the really essential element of these 
struggles to the knowledge and appreciation of his oppo- 
nents, for, if anywhere, then surely in the two principal 
camps of Christendom, large-minded polemics should be 
possible” (“Zum Kampfe um Luther” in the “ Tiirmer,’ 
January, 1906, p. #90), 

I have not only avoided theological polemics with 
Protestants, but have carefully refrained from considering 
Protestantism at all, whether that of to-day or of the two 
previous centuries. To show the effects of Luther's work 
upon the history of the world was not my business, The 
object of my studics has not been Lutheranism, but Luther 
himself considered apart from later Protestantism, so far as 
this was possible ; of course, we cannot separate Luther 
from the effects he produced, he foresaw the results of his 
work, and the acceptance of this responsibility was quite 
characteristic of him, I will only say, that the task I set 
myself in this work closes with the first. struggles over his 
grave. I may remark further, that the Luther of theology, 
even in Protestant circles, is being considered more and 
more as an isolated fact. Are there not even many Protes- 
tant theologians who at the present day allow him no place 
whatever in the theological and philosophical doctrines 

hich they hold? Indeed, is it not an understood thing 
with many of our Protestant contemporaries, to reject 
entircly or in part the doctrines most peculiar and most dear 
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to Luther. Two years ago the cry was raised for “ a further 
development of religion,” for “a rcturn from Trinitarian to 
Unitarian Christianity, from the dogmatic to the historic 
Christ,” and at the same time the Allgemeine Evangelisch- 
Lutherische Konferenz at Hanover received a broad hint 
that, instead of wasting time in working for the Lutheran 
tenets, they would be better employed in devising a Chris- 
tianity which should suit the needs of the day and unite all 
Protestants in one body, In these and similar symptoms we 
cannot fail to see a real renunciation of Luther as the founder 
of Protestant belicf, for there are many who refuse to hold 
fast even to that rudimentary Christianity which he, in 
agreement with all preceding ages, continued to advocate. 
Only on account of his revolt against external authority in 
religious questions and his bitter opposition to the Papacy, 
is he still looked up to as alcader, There is therefore all the 
less reason for the historian, who subjects Luther to his 
serutiny, to fear any reproach of having unwarrantably 
assailed the Protestantism of to-day. 

As iin these pages my only object has been to examine 
Luther's person, his interior experiences and his opinions 
from the point of view of pure history, I think I have the 
right to refuse beforchand to be drawn into any religious 
controversy. On the other hand, historical criticism of facts 
will always be welcomed by me, whether it comes from the 
Catholic or from the Protestant camp, and will be par- 
ticularly appreciated wherever it assists in elucidating those 
questions which still remain unsolved and to which I shall 
refer when occasion arises. 

Finally, an historical reminiscence, which carrics us back 
to the religious contradictions as they existed in Germany a 
hundred years ago, may not be out of place. At that time 
Gottlieb Jakob Planck of Wirttemberg, Professor of 
Theology at Gattingen, after the lengthy and unprofitable 
polemics of earlier ages, made a first attempt to pave the 
way for a more just treatment by the Protestant. party of 
Luther's history and theology. In his principal work, i.c. in 
the six volumes of his ‘Geschichte der Entstchung, der 
Veranderung und der Bildung unsercs protestantischen 
Lehrbegriffs ” (finished in 1800), he ventured, with all the 
honesty of a scholar and the frankness natural to a Swabian, 
to break through the time-honoured custom according to 
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which, as he says, all “ those who dared even to touch on the 
mistakes of our reformers were stigmatised as blasphemers.” 
“ While engaged on this work,” he declares, “* I never made 
any attempt to forget I was a Protestant, but I hope that my 
personal convictions have never led me to misrepresent 
other people’s doctrines, or to commit any injustice or even 
to pass an unkind judgment. Calm impartiality is all that 
can be demanded.” I should like, mutatis mutandis, to make 
his words my own, and to declare that, while I, too, have 
never forgotten that I am a Catholic, I stand in no fear of 
my impartiality being impugned. 

I would likewise wish to appropriate the following words 
taken from Planck, substituting the word “‘ Protestants” for 
“ Catholics”: The justice which I have thought it neces- 
sary to do to Catholics may perhaps excite some surprise, 
because some people can never understand one’s treating 
opponents with fairness.” But “I am convinced that, if my 
readers are scandalised, this will merely be on account of the 
novelty of the method. I really could not bring myself to 
sacrifice truth and justice to any fear of giving offence.” 
Planek admits, elsewhere, speaking of Lutheran history, that 
compliance with the demands of impartiality in respect of 
certain persons and events which he had to describe, was 
sometimes “ incredibly hard,” and he proceeds : “* There are 
circumstances where every investigator is apt to get annoyed 
unless indeed disinterestedness is to him a natural virtue. 
. .. It is exasperating [the present writer can youch for 
this] to have to waste time and patience on certain things.” 
So speaks a theologian renowned among Protestants for his 
earnestness and kindliness, 

With the best of intentions Planck spent part of his time 
and strength in the chimerical task of bringing about a 
“reunion of the principal Christian bodies.” He wrote a 
work, “Ueber die Trennung und Wicdervereinigung,” 
ete. (on Schism and Reunion, '1803), and another entitled 
“ Worte des Friedens an die katholische Kirche ” (Words 
of Peace to the Catholic Church, 1809). It was his desire 
* to seck out the good which surcly exists everywhere.” The 
ideas he put forward were, it is truc, unsuited for the 
realisation of his great plan, He was too unfamiliar with 
the organisation of the Catholic Church, and the limitations 
of his earlier education disqualified him for the undertaking 








Google ERS TY OF CALIFORNIA 


INTRODUCTION Xxxvii 


he had in view. What really shattered the hopes of reunion 
held by many during that period of triumphant Rationalism 
‘was, not merely the shallowness of the views prevailing, but 
above all the spirit of animosity let loose among all fervent 
Lutherans by the celebration, in 1817, of the third centenary 
of the Reformation. Catholics soon perceived that reunion 
was unfortunately still very far distant, and that, in the 
interests of the public peace, all that could be expected was 
the retention of mutual esteem and Christian charity 
between the two great denominations. 

Tt is also my most ardent desire that esteem and charity 
should increase, and this growth of appreciation between 
‘Catholics and Protestants will certainly not be hindered by 
the free and untrammelled discussion of matters of history. 

On the contrary, as a Protestant critic of Walter Kohlcr’s 
“ Katholizismus und Reformation ” says, “ it is to be hoped 
that historical investigation may lessen the contradictions, 
and if in this way it is possible to come closer together, not 
indeed perhaps to understand each other completely, yet 
at least to make some attempt to do so, then something 
deeper and more lasting will have been gained than at the 
time when Rationalism prevailed. The attempt then made 
to bring the parties together was the result of a levelling 
down of religious beliefs, now the same object is sought by 
penetrating more profoundly into the essentials of the 
different creeds” (“ Theologische Literaturzcitung,” 1907, 
p. 250). 

‘The quotations from Luther's writings have been takon from 
the most recent Weimar edition so far as it at present reaches. 
‘What is not contained in the Weimar edition has been taken from 
the previous Erlangen edition (method of quotation: Weim. ed., 
Erl. ed.);_ the latter is, however, often quoted as well aa the 
‘Weimar edition heeauso it ia more widely known and more readily 
available for reference. 

Luther's letters have been taken from the new edition of the 
“ Briefwechsel " by Enders, which is also not yet quite complete. 
‘The epistles of Luther's later years, which are still wanting in 
Enders’ work, and alsosome of earlier date, are given as in volumes 

ii.-liv. of the Erlangen edition, where a great number of German 
letters are collected, or clsa as in the old edition of “ Briefe, 
Sondschreiben und Bedenken” by De Wette-Scidemann. (See 
above, p. xvii. ft., Correspondence,” “ Letters,” “ Works."”) 

With regard to the other sources of information we need only 
state, that until the whole of the “ Tischreden” (Table-Talk) have 
been edited by Ernst Kroker in the Weimar series, we are com- 
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pelled to have recourse to the older German and Latin collections 
of the same, together with the original notes mentioned above 
(p. xx.). Of the German collection, in addition to the work of 
Aurifaber, the ‘‘Tischreden" of Férstemann-Bindseil and of the 
Erlangen edition (vols. 1 ii.) have been used, and, for the 
Latin collection, Bindseil’s careful edition (see p. xvi. f.). sf 

From among the large number of lives of Luther which have 
been consulted I shall mention only the two latest, one by a 
Catholic, Denifle, and the other by two Protestants, Késtlin and 
Kawerau. 











It is hardly necessary to say, that I brought to the study 
of the two last-mentioned works an absolutely independent 
judgment. The information—universally acknowledged 
as extremely valuable—supplicd by Denifle’s ponderous 
volumes on the relation between Luther’s theology and that 
of the Middle Ages, was of considcrable service to me. To 
Késtlin’s biography of Luther, continued by Kawerau, I am 
indebted for some useful data with regard to the history and 
chronology of Luther’s writings. 

This most detailed of the Protestant biographies, and the 
most frequently quoted by me, offers this further advantage 
that in its judgment of Luther, his life’s work, and his 
personal qualities, it occupics a middle line between two 
Protestant extremes. Késtlin having belonged to the so- 
called intermediary school of theology, the author, in his 
delineation of Luther, avoids alike certain excesses of the 
conservatives and the caustic, subtilising criticism of the 
rationalists, ‘There is no such thing as a simple “ Protestant 
opinion” on Luther; and Kostlin’s intermediary treatment 
is the one least likely to lead a Catholic to commit an in- 
justice against either of the extreme parties in Protestantism, 

Docs a Catholic opinion exist with regard to Luther's 
personal qualities and his fate? Docs the much-discussed 
work of Denifle represent the “Catholic feeling” 2 That it 
does has frequently been asserted by those most strongly 
opposed to Denifle. Yet Denille’s manner of regarding 
Luther was, on the whole, by no means simply “ Catholic,” 
but largely biased by his individual opinion, as indced has 
ever been the appreciation by Catholic authors of the 
different points of Luther's character. Only on those points 
could Denifle’s opinion strictly be styled “ Catholic * where 
he makes the direct acknowledgment of dogmas and the 
essential organisation of the Church the standard for 
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Luther’s views and reforms ; and in this he certainly had 
on his side the repudiation of Luther by all Catholics. A 
“Catholic opinion,” in any other sense than the above, is 
the shcerest nonsense, and the learned Dominican would 
certainly have bcen the last to make such a claim on his 
own behalf, The present writer protests beforchand against 
any such interpretation being placed om his work. The 
following statements, whether they differ from or agree with 
those of Denifle, must be locked on as a mere attempt to 
express What appears to the author to be clearly contained 
in the sources whence his information comes. In all purely 
historical questions, in questions of fact and their inferences, 
the Catholie investigator is entirely free, and decides purely 
and simply to the best of his knowledge and conscience. 

A list of Luther's writings with the volumes in which they 
oceur in the last two editions, as well as a detailed index of 
subjects and names at the end of the sixth volume, will 
facilitate the use of this work. 

The author would like to take this opportunity of ex- 
pressing his most cordial thanks to the Royal Bavarian 
Library of Munich, and also to the University Library in 
that city, for the friendly assistance rendered him, These 
tich sourees of information have afforded him, during his 
frequent and lengthy visits to the Bavarian capital, what 
the libraries of Rome, which he had been in the habit of 
consulting for his History of Rome and the Popes of the 
Middle Ages (Eng. trans,, 8 vols., 1911-12), could not supply 
on the subject here treated. The author will now return to 
the exploitation of the treasures of Rome and to the task he 
originally undertook and hopes to bring out, in the near 
future, a further volume of the History of Rome. 

THE AUTHOR. 

Montce, January 1, 1911. 
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COURSE OF STUDIES AND FIRST YEARS IN TIE MONAS 





1, Luther's Novitiate and Early Life 


Ow July 16, 1505, Martin Luther, then a student at the 
University of Erfurt, invited his friends and acquaintances 
to a farewell supper. He wished to sce them about him for 
the last time before his approaching retirement to the cloister. 
“The bright, cheerful young fellow,” as his later pupil, 
Mathesius,? calls him, was a favourite in his own circle, 
Those assembled to bid him farewell, amengst whom were 
also “ honest, virtuous maidens and women,”? were doubt- 
less somewhat taken aback at their friend’s sudden deter 
mination to leave the world; but Luthcr was outwardly 
“beyond measure cheerful” and showed himself so light of 
heart that he played the lutewhile thewine-cup circled round. 

On the following morning—it was the feast of St. Alexius, 
as Luther remembered when an old man ‘some of his 
fellow-students accompanied him to the gate of the Augus~ 
tinian monastery and then, with tears in their eyes, saw 
the doors close upon him. The Prior, who was already 
apprised of the matter, greeted the timid new-comer, em- 
braced him, and then, in accordance with the Rule, con- 
fided him to the Mastcr of Novices to be initiated into the 
customs of the community. 

In the quiet monastic cell and amid the strange new 
surroundings the student was probably able little by little 


+“ Historien,” Bl 3 
® Account from the mouth of Luther's fr 
1538), made publie by P, Tsehackert in 
Kritiken,” Jahrg., 1897, p. 
2 Ibid. 4° Colloquia,” ed. Bindseil, 3, p. 187. 
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to master the excitement which, though hidden from out- 
siders, raged within his breast ; for the determination to 
become a monk had been arrived at under strange, soul- 
stirring circumstances. Hc was on his way back to Erfurt, 
after a visit to his parents’ house, when, near Stotternheim, 
he was overt: 


nv by a thunderstorm, and as a flash of 
htning close beside him threate 


ed him “like a heavenly 
vision,” he made the sudden vow 























“Save me, dear St. 
Anne, and I will beeome a monk.” He appears also at that 
very time to have becn reduced to a state of great grief and 
alarm by the sudden death of a dear comrade, also a student, 
who had been stabbed, cither in a quarrel or in a ducl. 
‘Thus the thoughts which had perhaps for long been attract- 
ing his serious temperament towards the cloister ripened 
with overwhelming rapidity. Could we but take a much 
later assertion of his as correct, the reason of his resolve was 
to be found in a certain vexation with himself : because he 
“despaired ” of himself, he once says, therefore did he 
retire into the monastery.? 

It was his carnest resolution to renounce the freedom of his 
academic years and to seck peace of soul and reconciliation 
with God in the bosom of the pious community. He per- 
isted in keeping the vow made in haste and terror in spite 
of dissuading voiecs which made then ives heard both 
within himself and around him, and the determined opposi- 
tion of his father to his embracing the religious state. Some 
were full of admiration for the cnergetic transformation of 
the new postulant. Thus the respected Augustinian of 
Erfurt, Johann Nathin, compared the suddenness and 
decision of his step to the one-time conversion of Saul into 
the Apostle Paul.? Crotus Rubeanus, the Humanist, then 


"ed. Bindseil, 3, p. 187. 
firgens. “Luther von seiner Geburt his zum Ablassstreite,”” 
1 Ba. Leiprig, 1846, p. from the unpublished Cod. ehart. bibl 
duc. Goth, 168, p. 26." According to Looxche ("+ Annlecta Lutherana,” 
p. 24, n. 8) this MS. (B. 168) was written in 1553, and may he deseribed 
8 4 collection of Luther's opinions on various persona and things, On 
page 26 it contains o list entitled "Studia Lutheri” We shall have 
‘occasion to deal with Luther's entrance into religion in volume vi., 
chapter xxxvii., 2, 

? Hier, Dungersheim von Ochsenturt, Professor of Theology in 
Leipzig, in tract published in 1631 in’* Aliqua opuscula mayistri 
Hieronymi, Dungersheym . . . contra M. Lutherum edita,” written 
in 1930, “ Dadehing des | 1 | Bekentnus oder untuchtigen Luther- 
ischen Testaments, BL 14a, (Miinchencr Universitatsbibliothek, 
Theol., 3099, n. 552.) 
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stopping at Erfurt, in a later letter to Luther, expressed 
himself no less forcibly with regard to the heavenly flash 
which had made him a monk.! The brothers of the “ Ger~ 
man Congregation of the Order of Hermits of St. Augustine ” 
—such was the full title of the Order—on their part re= 
joiced at the acquisition of the highly gifted and promising 
youth, who had alrcady taken his degree as Master of 
Philosophy at the University of Erfurt, 

If the novice, after gradually regaining peace of mind 
within the silent walls, permitted his thoughts to recur to 
his former way of life, this must have presented itself to 
him as full of trouble and care and very deficient in the 
homely joys of family life. Luther's early career differed 
hardly at all from that of the poorcst students of that time. 
He was born on November 10, 1483, in Eisleben in 
Saxony ; his parents were Hans Luther, a miner of peasant 
extraction (he signed himself Luder) and Margarct Luther. 
They had originally settled in the town of Mansfeld, but had 
gone first to Méhra and then to Kisleben, Their gifted son 
spent his childhood in Mansfeld and first attended school 
there. His father was.a stern, harsh man, Tis mother, too, 
though she meant well by him, once beat him till the blood 
came, all on account of a nut.? The boy was also intimi- 
dated by the stupid brutality of his teachers, and it does not 
appear that the customary religious teaching he reecived, 
raised his spirits or Jed to a freer, more hopeful develop- 
ment of his spiritual life. He was one day, as he relates 
Tater, “ beaten fifteen times in succession during one morn- 
ing ” at school, to the best of his knowledge without any 
fault of his own, though, probably, not without having 
brought the punishment upon himsclf by insubordination 
and obstinacy, Aftcr that, in his fourteenth year, he reccived 
instruction in Magdeburg from the “ Pious Brethren of the 
Common Life,” and begged his bread by singing from door 
todoor. A year later he went to Kisenach, where his mother 
had some poor relatives, to continue his Latin studi 
Tn this town he still pursucd the same hard mode of earning 
his living, until a charitable woman, Ursula, the wife of 
Kunz (Konrad) Cotta, reccived him into her well-to-do and 
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comfortable houschold, furnishing him with food and lodging. 
Luther, in his old age, recalled with great gratitude the 
memory of his noble benefactress.* 

As a boy he had experienerd but little of life’s pleasures 
and received small kindness from the world ; but now life’s 
horizon brightened somewhat for the growing youth. 

Full of enthusiasm for the earcer mapped out for him by 
his father, that, namely, of the Law, he went in the summer 
of 1501 to the University of Erfurt. His parents’ financial 
circumstances had meanwhile somewhat improved as the 
rowult of his father’s industry in the mincs at Mansfeld. 
‘The assiduous student was therefore no Tonger dependant on 
the help of strangers. According to some writers he took 
up his abode in St. George's Hostcl.?_ He was entered in the 
Matriculation Register of the Erfurt High School as “ Mar- 
tinus Ludher ex Mansfclt,” and for some considerable time 
after he continued to spell his family name as Luder, a form 
whieh is also to be found up to the beginning of the seven- 
teenth century in the ease of others (Lider, Luider, Leuder). 
Feet 1512 he began, however, to sign himself  Lutherus ” 

Luther.” ‘The lectures on philosophy, understood in the 
svidest eenig: 0h the tery ‘which, he fib attended: arere 
delivered at the University of Exfurt by comparativey 
capable teachers, some of whom belonged to the Augustinian 
Order. The Catholic spirit of the Middle Ages still per- 
meated the teaching and the whole life of the little republie 
of learning. As yct, Iearning was still cast in the mould of 
the traditional scholastic method, and the men, equally 
devoted to the Church and to their profession, who were 
Luther's principal teachers, Jodocus Trutfctter of Eiscnach 
and Bartholomew Arnoldi of Usingen,* later an Augustinian, 
were well versed in the scholastic spirit of the day. 

Alongside the traditional teaching of the schools there 
already existed in Erfurt and the neighbourhood another, 
that of the Humanists, or so-called pocts, which, though 
largely at variance with Scholasticism, was cultivated by 
many of the best minds of the day. Luther, with his vivacity 
of thought and fecling, could not long remain a stranger to 
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them, With their spiritual head Mutianus at Gotha, close 
by, they formed one of the more prominent groups of Ger- 
man Humanists, although, so far, they had not produced 
any work of great consequence. ‘The contrast between 
Humanism and Scholasticism, which was to come out so 
strongly at a later period, was as yct hardly noticcable in the 
Erfurt schools. Crotus Rubeanus, at that time a University 
friend of Luther's, became at a later date, however, the 
principal author of the “ Epistole Obscurorum Virorum,” 
a clever and biting libel on monks and Scholastics, written 
from 2 Humanist standpoint. Crotus boasted subsequently 
of his intimate intercourse (“ summa familiaritas”) with 
Luther.' 
Another Humanist friend whose spiritual relationship with 
him dates from that time, was Johann Lang, afterwards an 
Augustinian monk, with whom Luther stood in active inter- 
change of thought during the most critical time of his 
development, as may be scen from the letters quoted below, 
and who, caught up by the Lutheran movement, left his 
Order? to become the first preacher of the new faith im 
Erfurt. The third name which we find in conncction with 
Luther is that of Kaspar Sehalbe, a cousin, or possibly a 
brother of the lady already mentioned, Mistress Ursula 
Cotta of Eisenach, Schalbe did not turn out any better 
than the others. A few years later, on being charged before 
the Elector of Saxony with a crime against morality, he was 
glad to avail himsclf of Luther's mediation with the Ruler 
of the land? Finally, we also know that a later patron and 
supporter of Luther, the Humanist Spalatinus, was then 
carrying on his studies in Erfurt, Gcorge Burckhardt of 
Spalt—whence his name Spalatinus—was a student there 
from 1498 to 1502, and, from 1505 to 1508, was engaged as 
1“ Huttoni Opp. 
“ Martino. Luthe 
Th. Kolde, deaitsehe 
vori Staupitz,”" Gotha, 1879. p. 380. 
3 Luther to Spalatinus, July 3, 1526 (sco “ Briefweehscl,” 5, p. 366). 
To the Elector Johann of Saxony, November 16, 1526: Luther's 
“Werke,” Ex. od. 54, p. 50 (" Bricfweelwel,” 5, p. 403), Johann of 
Saxony to Luther, November 26, 1526;  Bricfwechsel,””  p. 409. 
Luther to tho same, March 1, 15 Ex. ed. 53, p. 398 
(“Briefweehsel,” 6,'p. 27). On the threo fi mentioned in tho 
text, seo A. Hausrath, ‘‘Luthers Bekehrung” (‘" Neue Heidelberger 


Jahrbiicher,” 6, 1896, pp. 163-66 ff. and idem. “Luthers Leben,” 1, 
1904, p. 14 ft.). 
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a clerical preceptor in the immediate vicinity of the town. 
Luther and Spalatinus always looked on themselves later 
as early friends whom fate had brought together, 

As a student, Luther devoted himself with great zest to 
the various branches of philosophy, and, carried away by 
the spirit of the Humanists, in his private time he studicd 
the Latin classics, more particularly Cicero, Virgil, Livy, 
Ovid, also Terence, Juvenal, Horace and Plautus, At a 
later date he was able to make skilful use of quotations from 
these authors when occasion demanded. Amongst others, he 
attended the lectures of Hicronymus Emscr, a subsequent 
opponent well worth his metal, Of his life during those 
years, which, owing to the laxity of morals prevailing in. the 
town, must have been full of danger for him, we learn little, 
owing to the silence of our sourccs. Luther himsclf in his 
Jater years coarsely described the town as a “‘ beer house '” 
and a ‘‘ nest of immorality.” 

Unlike his frivolous comrades, he was often beset with 
heavy thoughts, no doubt largely due to the after effects of 
his gloomy youth. Among his chums he was known as 
“ Musicus,” on account of his Ieaming to play the lute, 
and as the “Philosopher,” owing to his frequent fits of 
moodiness. 

In the monastery, where the reader left him, he no doubt 
remained subject to such fits of depression, especially at 
the beginning when dwelling on his change of life. It is 
difficult to say how far the fecling of self-despair, which he 
mentions, had mastered him before his entry into conventual 
life. In later years, apart from the vow and the mysterious 
“ heavenly terror,” he also says that in leaving the world 
he was sccking to escape the severity of his parents. His 
statements, however, do not always agree. As for the pre- 
cipitate vow to enter a monastery, he must have been well 
aware that, even if valid when originally made, it was no 
longer binding on him from the day when, after conscientious 
self-examination, he became aware that, owing to his natural 
disposition, he had no vocation for a religious life. Not 
every character is fitted for carrying out the evangelical 
counsels, and to force oneself into a mould, however good, 
for which one is manifestly unsuited is certainly not in 
accordance with the will of a wise and beneficent Providence. 

Luther, agrecably with the statutes of the Order, during 
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the whole period of his novitiate and until the hour of his 
profession had arrived, was perfectly free to return to his 
fellow-students, the religious tie never having been intended 
to bring him misery in place of the happiness which it 
promises. Immediately after coming to the monastery, i.c. 
before his clothing, he was, according to the Rule, given 
considerable time in which to weigh carnestly, under the 
direction of an expcricnced brother of the Order, whether, 
as stated in the statutes of the Augustinians, “ the spirit 
which was leading him was of God,” Only after this did he 
receive the habit of the Order, apparently, however, in the 
same year, 1505, The habit consisted of a white woollen 
tunie, a scapular, also white, falling over the breast and 
back, and a black mantle with a hood and wide sleeves to 
be worn over all. 

After the clothing began the novitiate, which lasted a 
whole year. During this period the candidate had not only 
to undertake a scries of exercises consisting in prayer, 
manual labour and penitential works, but had also to dis- 
charge certain humiliating offices, which might help him to 
acquire the virtue of humility as practised in the Order. 
Out of consideration for the University and his academic 
dignity Luther was, however, speedily exempted from some 
of the latter dutics. It appears that during his noviceship 
he was attentive to the rules, and that the superiors treated 
him with fatherly kindness. Although some members of the 
community may have observed the Rule from routine, while 
others, as is often the case in large communitics, may not 
have been conspicuous for their charity—Luther refers to 
somcthing of this kind in his Table-Talk—yct the spirit of 
the Erfurt monastery was, like that of most of the other 
houses of the Congregation, on the whole quite blameless. 
The novice himself, as yet full of goodwill, was not only 
satisfied with his calling, but even looked on the state he 
had chosen as a “* heavenly life.” 

From the very first, however, as he himself complains 
later, he was constantly “ worried and depressed. by 
thoughts connected with religion. Ile was sorely troubled 
by the fear of Gou’s judgment, by gloomy thoughts on pre- 
destination, and by the recollection of his own sins. Al- 











1 Sp. atom, p16,  Houtlin-Keweran, 2, p. 13. 
2 To Hier. Weller (July ?), 1530, " Briefweebsel,” 8, p. 159 
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though he made a gencral confession in the monastery and 
renewed it again later, his confessions never gave him any 
satisfaction, so that his director laid on him the obligation 
not to hark back to things which causcd him sadness of spirit 
nor to dwell on the details of his sins, You are a fool,” 
he once said to him; ‘ God is not angry with you, but it is 
you who are angry with Tim.” 

Those versed in the ways of the spiritual life are well 
aware that many a one aiming at perfection is exposed to 
the purifying fire of trials such as these. Traditional 
Catholic teaching and the experience of those skilled in the 
direction of conventual inmates had laid down the remedies 
most effectual for such a condition, What Luther himsclf 
relates Inter with regard to the encouragement he reecived 
from his superiors and brothers in the monastery, shows 
dearly that suitable dircetion, enlightenment and eneourage- 
ment were not wanting to him either then or in the following 
years. He himself praises his “* Praeceptor ” and “ monastic 
pedagogue,” i.c. the Novice-Master, as a dear old man,” 
who “under the damned frock was without doubt a true 
Christian.”? It was probably he who said to him in an hour 
cf trial that he should always reeall the article of the Creed 

“T believe in the forgiveness of sins.” “ What are you 
doing, my son?” he said to him on another oceasion; “do 
you not know that the Lord has Tlimself commanded us to 
hope?" words which made a great and unforgettable im- 
pression on him. Later, in the year 1516, he pointed out 
another brother, Master Bartholomew (Usingen), as the 
“best paraclete and comforter ”® in the Erfurt monastery, 
as he could testify from his own experienee. The monks 
knew well and impressed it upon his troubled mind that, 








+ Letter to the Elector (April or June 2, 1540}, od. Seidemann, 
“ Lauterbachs Tagcbuch,” p. 197. 

3 In the Preface to Bugenhagen's (Pomera 
asius contra idolatrinm,” ete, Wittenbersa He there recalls 
having rend the Dinlogno of Athmnasins and Avi with zealand 
glow of faith,” primo anna monachanis med eum Exfordicr perdagega 
nena monastions vir mune optimus et rmyue dadio sinh Tamnato eucitlo 
ern cheristintnten mili ctvnn xn nuance deveriptiam derdianet legenchens” (Cp. 


) edition of “ Athan- 
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through the merits of the Redeemer, and after earnest 
preparation of the soul, true forgiveness may be obtained, 
and that through the cross of Christ, and through it alone, 
we ean do all things necessary, even in the midst of the 
bitterest assaults. 

Luther, however, too often responded to such admonitions 
only by cherishing his own views the more, He continued 
morbidly to torment himsclf. ‘This sclf-torture, at any rate 
during the first enthusiastic days of his religious life, may 
have assumed the form of pious scruples, but later it gradu- 
ally took on another character under the influence of bodily 
affections, He did not, like other scrupulous persons, regain 
his peace of mind, because, led away by his distorted and 
excited fancy, he liked, as he himself admits, to dwell on 
the doubts as to whether the counsels he reecived were not 
illusion and deception, Sad experience taught him into 
what devious paths and to ** what a state of inward unrest, 
self-will and self-sufficiency are capable of leading a man.”! 

The Superior or Vicar-General of the Saxon or German 
Augustinian Congregation to which Luther belonged was 
at that time Johann Staupits, a man highly esteemed in 
the world of learning and culture. 

He frequently visited Erfurt and had thus the opportunity’ 
of talking to the new brother whom the University had 
given him, and who may well have attracted his attention. 
by his eareworn look, his restless manner and his peculiar, 
bright, deep-sct eyes. Staupitz soon began to have a great 
esteem for him. He had great influence over Luther, though 
unable to free him from the strange spirit, already too 
deeply rooted, To the sad doubts concerning his own salva- 
tion which Brother Martin laid before him, Staupitz replied 
by exhorting him as follows in the spirit of the Catholic 
Church: “ Why torment yourself with such thoughts and 
broodings ?- Look at the wounds of Christ and Tlis Blood. 
shed for you. There you will see your predestination to 
heaven shining forth to your comfort.”? Quite rightly he 
impressed upon him, in the matter of confession and penance, 
that the principal thing was to arouse in himself the will 
to love God and righteousness, and that he must not pause 
before unhealthy imaginations of sin, The lines of thought, 

1 To Leiffer, ibid, 
1 “Lutheri Opp. Lat. exeg.,”” 6, p. 206, 
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however, which the imaginative and emotional young man 
laid bare to him, were probably at times somewhat strange, 
and it is Luther himself who relates that Staupitz once said 
to him: “ Master Martin, I fail to understand that.” 

In spite of his inward fears Luther persevered, which 
goes to prove the strength of will which was always one of 
his characteristics. As the Order was satisfied with him, he 
was admitted at the cnd of the year of novitiate to pro- 
fession by the taking of the three Vows of the Order. He 
received on this occasion the name of Augustine, but always 
preferred to it his baptismal name of Martin, ‘The text of 
the Vows which he read aloud solemnly before the altar, 
according to custom, in the presence of the Prior Winand of 
Diedenhofen and all the brothers, was as follows: “I, 
Brother Augustine Luder, make profession and vow obedi- 
ence to Almighty God, Blessed Mary ever Virgin and to 
thee Father Prior, in the name of, and as representing the 
Superior-Gencral of the Hermits of St. Augustine, and his 
successors, likewise to live without property and in chastity 
until death, according to the Rule of our Holy Father 
Augustine,” The young monk, voluntarily and after due 
consideration, had thus taken upon hiniself the threefold 
yoke of Christ by the three Vows, ie. by the most sulemn 
and sacred promise which it is possible to make on carth, 
He had bound himself by a sacred oath to Ged to prepare 
himself for heaven by treading a path of life in which per- 
fection is sought, in the carrying out of the evangclical 
counsels of our Saviour, and throughout his life to combat 
the temptations of the world with the weapons of poverty, 
chastity and obedience. 

Such was the solemn Vow, which, later on, he declared to 
have been absolutely worthless. 














2 Fidelity to his new calling; bis temptations 

After making his profession the young religious was sct 
by his Erfurt superiors to study theology, which was taught 
privately in the monastery. 

The theological fare served up by the teachers of the Order 
was not very inviting, consisting as it largely did of the mere 
verbalism of a Scholasticism in decay. With the exception 
of the Sentences of Peter Lombard, the students at the 
Erfurt monastery did not study the theological works of the 
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great masters of the thirteenth century; neither Thomas 
of Aquin, the prince of scholastic theology and philosophy, 
nor his true successors, not even Agidius Romanus, himself 
a Hermit of St. Augustine, were well known to them, The 
whole of their time at Erfurt, as elsewhere also, was de- 
voted to the study of the last of the schoolmen who, indeed, 
stood nearer in point of time, but who were far from teaching 
the true doctrine with the fulness and richness of the earlier 
doctors. They were too much given to speculation and 
logical word-play. The older schoolmen were no longer 
appreciated and nominalistic errors, such as were fostercd 
in the school of William of Occam, held the field. One of 
the better schoolmen of the day was Gabricl Bicl. His ~ 
works, which have a certain value, together with some of 
the writings of the Fathers of the Church, formed the prineipal 
arsenal from which Luther drew his theological knowledge, 
and upon which he exercised his dialectics. In addition to this, 
he also studied the theological tractates of John Gerson , 
and Cardinal Peter d’Ailly, works which, apart from other 
theological defects, contain various errors concerning the 
authority of the Church and her Head ; that these particular 
errors had any deeper influence on the direction of Luther's 
mind cannot, however, be proved. What we do find is that 
the one-sidedness of this school, with its tendency to hair- 
splitting, had a negative effect upon him, At an carly date 
he was repelled by the scholastic subtlctics, for which, 
according to him, Aristotle alone was responsible, and pre- 
ferred to turn to the reading and study of the Bible. He 
nevertheless made the prevalent school methods so much his 
own as to apply them often, in a quite surprising fashion, 
in his earliest sermons and writings. 

The man who exercised the greatest influence on the 
theological study in the Erfurt monastery was the learned 
Augustinian, Johann Paltz, who was teaching there when 
Luther entered. He was a good Churchman and a fair 
scholar, and was also much esteemed as a preacher. By 
his side worked Johann Nathin, who has already been 
mentioned, likewise one of the respected theologians of the 
Order? Luther's teachers, full of veneration for the Holy 











+ On Luther’s teachers ond studies, eco Oertel, “Vom jungen 
Luther,” 5.3 for Paltz, neo N. Paulus in tho Innsbruck 
“Zeitschrift f, kath. Theologie,” 23, 1809, p. 48, 
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Scriptures as the revealed Word of God, were not at all 
displeased to see their pupil having frequent recourse to 
the Bible, in order to seck in the well of the Divine Word 
instruction and enlightenment, by which to supplement 
the teachings of the schoolmen and the Fathers. 

Luther had, morcover, already become acquainted with 
the Bible in the library of the Erfurt University. whilst still 
engaged in studying philosophy. He had, however, not 
prosecuted his reading of the Bible, though the same library 
would doubtless have supplied him with numerous well- 
thumbed commentarics on Holy Writ. In the monastery 
a. copy of the Bible was given him at the beginning of his 
theological course. It was, as we learn from him incidentally, 

, a Latin translation bound in red leather, and remained in 
his hands until he left Erfurt. The statutes of the Order 
enjoined on all its members “ assiduous reading, devout 
hearing and industrious study of the Holy Scriptures,”” 

The young monk immersed himself more and more in the 
study of his beloved Bible when Staupitz, the Vicar, advised 
him to select the same as his special subject in order to 
render himself a capable “ localis and textualis” in the Holy 
Scriptures, 

‘The Superior seems to have had even then the intention 
of making use later of Luther as a public professor of 
biblical lore. So ardently was the Vicar’s advice followed 
by Luther that, in his preference for reading the Bible and 
studying its interpretation, he neglected the rest of his 
theological education, and his teacher Usingen was obliged 
to protest against his one-sided study of the sacred text. 
So full was Luther of the most sacred of books, that he was 
able (at least this is what he says later) to show the wondering 
brothers the exaet spot in his ponderous red volume where 
every subject, nay even every quotation, was to be found. 
Tt was with great regret that, on leaving this community, 
he found himself prohibited by the Rule from taking the 
copy away with him, Later, as an opponcnt of the religious 
life, he states that no one but himself read the Bible in the 
monastery at Erfurt, whilst of his foe Carlstadt, a former 
Augustinian, he bluntly says that he had never secn a Bible 
until he was promoted to the dignity of Doctor. Of course, 
neither assertion can be taken literally. 

When the day drew nigh for him to celebrate his first Mass 
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as newly ordained priest, he invited not only his father 
but several other guests to be present at a ceremony which 
meant se much both to him and to his friends, Thus, in 6 
letter of invitation to Johann Braun, Vicar in Kisenach, who 
had shown him much kindness and help during his early 
years in that town, he says that: “God had chosen him, 
an unworthy sinner, for the unspeakable dignity of Tis 
service at the altar,” and begged his fatherly friend to 
come, and by his prayers to assist him ‘so that his sacrifice 
might be pleasing in the sight of God.” Tic also expressed 
to him his great indebtcdness to Sehalbe’s College at Kisenach, 
which he would also have gladly sccn represented at the 
ceremony. This is the first letter of Luther's which has 
been preserved and with which the critical edition of his 
“ Correspondence,” now being pubtished, commences.! The 
first Mass took place on Cantate Sunday, May 2, 1507. 
Luther relates later, with regard to his state of mind during 
the saered ecremony, that he could hardly contain himself 
for excitement and fear. The words ‘ Ze igitter clementis- 
sime Pater,” at the commencement of the Canon of the 
Mass, and “ Offero tibi Deo meo vivo et vero,” at the oblation, 
brought so vividly to his mind the Awful, Eternal Majesty, 
that he was hardly able to go on (‘totus stupebam et co- 
horrescebam”) ; he would have rushed down from the altar 
had he not. been held back ; the fear of making some mis- 
take in the ceremonies and so committing a mortal sin, so 
he says, quite bewildered him,* Yet he must have known, 
with regard to the ecremonies, that any unintentional in- 
fringement of them was no sin, and Icast of all a mortal 
although he attributes the eontrary opinion to the 
pists " after his apostasy. 

His father Hans assisted at the celebration. His presence 
in the church and in the refectory was the first sign of his 
acquiescence in his son's vocation, But when the latter, 
during dinner, praised the religious calling and the monastic 
life as something high and great,? and went on to recall 
the vow he had made at the time of the thunderstorm, 
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asserting that he had been called by “ terrors from Ieayen ”” 
(‘de ceelo terrores”), this was too much for his level-headed 
father, who, to the astonishment of the guests, sharply inter- 
posed with the words ; “Oh, that it may not have been a 
delusion and a diabolical vision.” He could not overcame 
his dislike for his son's resolve, “I sit here and eat and 
drink,” he eried, “and would much rather be far away.’ 
Luther retorted he had better be content, and that “ to be 
a monk was a peaceful and heavenly life.” The statement 
with regard to the elder Luther agrees with the character 
of the man and with the severity which he had displayed 
long before to Martin. 

Here an assertion must be mentioned made by George 
Wiecl, a well-informed contemporary; once a Lutheran, he 
was, from 1538-8, Catholic pricst at Kisleben. Two or 
three times he repeats in print, that Hans Luther had onee 
slain a man in a fit of anger at his home at Méhra. Luther 
and his friends never denied this public statement. In 
recent years attempts have been made to support the same 
by local tradition, and the fact of the father changing his 
abode from Méhra to Mansfeld has thus been accounted for. 
According to Karl Scidemann, an expert on Luther (1859), 
the testimony of Wicel may be taken as settling definitively 
the constantly recurring dispute on the subject. 

The following facts which have been handed down throw 
some light on the inward state of the young man at this 
time and shortly after, 

At a procession of the Blessed Sacrament he had to 
accompany Staupitz, the Vicar, as his deacon, Such was 
the terror which suddenly seized him that he almost fled. 
On speaking afterwards of this to his superior, who was also 
his friend, he received the following instructive reply : “ This 
fear is not frem Christ ; Christ does not affright, He com- 
forts.”"* 

One day that Luther was present at High Mass in the 
monks’ choir, he had a fit during the Gospel, which, as it 


1 From Bavann's Collection of Table-Talk; the information is 
sermon of Luther's preached in 1544. Oertel, * Vom 
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happencd, told the story of the man possessed. He fell to 
the ground and in his paroxysms behaved like one mad. 
At the same time he cried out, as his brother monks aimed : 
“It is not I, it is not I,” meaning that he was not the man 
possessed.t It might seem to have been an epileptic fit, 
but there is no other instance of Luther having such attacks, 
though he did suffer from ordinary fits of fainting. Strange 
to say, some of his companions in the monastery had an idea 
that he had dealings with the devil, while others, mainly 
on account of the above-mentioned attack, actually declared 
him an epileptic. We leam both these facts from his 
opponent and contemporary, Johann Cochlaus, who was 
on good terms with Luther's former associates, He asserts 
positively that a “‘ ccrtain singularity of manner ” had been 
remarked upon by his fellows in the monastery.?. Later on 
his brother monk, Johann Nathin, went so far as to assert 
that “an apostate spirit had mastered him,” i.e. that he 
stood under the influence of the devil. 

Mclanchthon was afterwards to hear from Luther's own 
lips something of the dark states of terror from which he 
had suffered since his youth, When he speaks of them at 
the commencement of his bicgraphical culegy on his late 
friend* he eonnects Luther's strange excitement in the days 
before his entrance into religion with a certain event in his 
later history at a time when he was engaged in public con- 
troversy. “As he himself related, and as many are aware,” 
says Melanchthon, “ whcn considering attentively examples 
of Ged’s anger, or any notable accounts of His punishments, 
such terror possessed him (‘tanti terrores concutiebant’) as 
almost to cause him to give up the ghost.” He deseribes 
how, as a full-grcwn man, when such fears overcame him, 
he would actually writhe cn his bed. He suffered from these 
terrors (ferrores) either for the first time, or most severcly, 
in the year in which he lost his friend by death in an accident, 
ise before his admissicn to the menastery, “ It was not 
poverty,” Mclanchthon continues, “but his love of picty 








2 Dungersheim, “ Erzeigur 
lutherischen Comments usw 
sbove on p. 4. 

* Joh. Cochlseus, “ Commentaria de actis ot scriptis M. Lutheri,"" 
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which led him to choose the religious life, and, while pur- 
suing his theological and scholastic studies, he drank with 
glowing fervour from the springs of heavenly doctrine, 
namely, the writings of the prophets and apostles (i.e, the 
Old and New Testament) in order to instruct his spirit in the 
Divine Will and to nourish fear and love with strong testi- 
mony. Overwhelmed with these pains and terrors (‘ dolores 
et pavores”), he plunged only the more zealously into the 
study of the Bible.” 

According to Mclanchthon’s account, the same old 
Augustinian who cnee had direeted Luthcr’s attention in 
an attack of faint-hcartedness to the Christian’s duty of 
recalling the article of the forgiveness of sins, also quoted 
him a saying of St. Berard: “ Only beliewe that thy sins 
are forgiven thee through Christ. That is the testimony 
which the Holy Ghost gives in thy heart: ‘Thy sins arc 
forgiven.’ Such is the teaching of the apostle, that man is 
justified by faith”! 

Such words of Catholic faith and joyful trust in God 
might well have sufficed to reassure an obedient and humble 
spirit. Luther began to read more and more the mystic 
writings of the saint of Clairvaux, but as to how far they 
served to bring him peace of conscience no one can now sal 
certain it is that, at a later datc, he placed a forcign inter 
pretation upon the above-mentioned text and upon many 
other similar sayings of St. Bernard, which, taken in a 
Catholic sense, might have been of comfort to him, in order 
to render them favourable to the methods by which he 
proposed to make his new teaching a source of consolation. 
He accustomed himself more and more to follow “ his own 
way,” as he calls it, in mind and sentiment. Though in 
later times he speaks often and at length of his spiritual 
trials in the monastery, we never hear of his humbling him- 
self before God with childlike, trustful praycr in order to find 
a way out of his difficulties. 

If we consider the temptations of which he speaks, we 
might be tempted to think that he, with his promising 
disposition and proneness to extremes, had been singled out 
in a quite special manner by the tempter. During the term 
of novitiate, writes Luther when more advanced in years, 
the evil spirit of darkness, so he has learned, docs not 

* Kostlin-Kawerau, 1, p. 71. 
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usually assail so bitterly the monk who is striving after per- 
fection, Satan gencrally tempts him but slightly, and, more 
especially as regards temptations of the flesh, the novice is 
left in comparative peace, “ indeed, nothing appears to him 
more agrecable than chastity.” But, after that time, 
so he tells us, he himself had to bewail not only fears and 
doubts, but also numberless temptations which “his age 
brought along with it.”? Te felt himself at the same time 
troubled with doubts as to his vocation and by “ violent: 
movernents of hatred, envy, quarrelsomeness and pride.”? # 

“ T was unable to rid mysclf of the weight ; horrible and 
terrifying thoughts (*horrende et terrific cogitattones’), 
stormed in upon me.” Temptations to despair of his salva- 
tion and to blaspheme God tormented him more espceially. 

He had often wondered, he ‘on one occasion to his 
father Hans, whether he was the only man whom the devil 
thus attacked and persceuted,§ and later he comforted one 
who was in great anxicty with the words ; “ When besct 
with the greatest temptations I could searecly retain my 
bodily powers, hardly keep my breath, and no one was able 
to comfort me. All those to whom I complained answered 
“I know nothing about it,’ so that I used to sigh ‘Is it I 
alone who am plagued with the spirit of sorrow!’ "6 

‘He thinks that he learned the nature of these temptations 
from the Psalms, and that he had by expericnce made close 
acquaintance with the verse of the Bible : “ Every night L 
will wash my bed: Iwill water my couch with my tears” 
(Ps. vi. 7). Satan with his temptations was the murdercr 
of mankind ; but, notwithstanding, one must not despair. 
Luther here spcaks of visions grantcd him, and of angels 
who after ten years brought him consolation in his solitude ; 
these statements we shall examine later. 

Elsewhere he again rceounts how Staupitz encouraged 
him and the manner in which he interpreted his advice 
reveals a singular self-esteem. Staupitz had pointed out to 
him the interior trials endured by holy men, who had been 
purified by temptation, and, after having been humbled, 

1“ Opp, Lat. var," 5, p. 304; “Werke,” Weim. ed., 8, p. 660, 

1 “Opp. Lat. exeg.,” p. 19, 100. 

2 bid. 

4 To Hier, Weller (July 2), 1530, 


+ “Opp, Lat, var.” 6, pp. 240; 
Coll, ed. Bindseil, 2, p. 29 



































rwechsel.”” 8, p. 160, 
Werke,” Wein, el, 8 p. 674. 
on Hicronymus Weller 









Google 





20 LUTHER THE MONK 


had risen to be powerful instruments in God's hand. 
Perhaps, said Staupitz, God has great designs also for you, 
for the greater good of His Church, ‘This well-mcant 
encouragement remained vividly impressed upon Luther’s 
memory, not least because it seemed to predict a great 
future for him. “ And so it has actually come to pass,” he 
himself says later, “I have become a great doctor though 
in the time of my temptations I could never have believed 
it"! Speaking later of a referenee made by Staupitz to the 
temptations which humbled St. Paul, he says: “ I accepted 
the words which St. Paul uses: ‘A sting of my flesh was 
given me lest the greatness of the revelation should exalt 
me’ (2 Cor. xii. 7), wherefore I receive it as the word and 
voice of the Holy Spirit.” Such reflections as these, to 
which Luther gave himself up, ecrtainly did not tend to help 
him to rid himself completely of the temptations, and to 
vanquish his melancholy thoughts of predestination. Asa 
result of following “his own way” and cultivating his 
morbid fears, he never sueceeded in shaking himself free 
from the thought of predestination, This will appear quite 
clearly in his recently published Commentary on the Epistle 
to the Romans, written in 1515-16. In fact, the whole of the 
theology which he sct up against that of the Catholic Chureh 
was in some sense dominated by his ideas on predestination. 

We must, however, pay him this tribute, that during the 
whole of his stay in the Erfurt monastery he strove to live as 
a true monk and to keep the Rule. Such was the testimony 
bome by an old brother monk, as Flacius Ilyricus relates, 
who had lived with him at Erfurt and whor ‘always remained 
true to the Church, 

Though such may well have been the case, we cannot all 
the same aceept as reliable the accounts, exaggerated and 
distorted as they clearly arc, which, long after his falling 
away, he gives of his extraordinary holiness when in the 
monastery. He there attributes to himself, from controversial 
motives, a picty far above the ordinary, and speaks of the 
tremendous labours and penances which he imposed upon 
himself in his blindness, Led away by his imagination and by 
party animus, he exalts his one-time “ holiness by works,” 
as he terms it, to be the better able to assure his hearers 
ostensibly from his own experience and from the bitter 

\ To Hier. Weller, sce p. 19,1. 4. 
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disappointment he says he underwent—that all works of 
the Papists, even those of the most pious, holy and mortified, 
were absolutely worthless for procuring true peace for the 
soul thirsting after salvation, and that the Catholic Church 
was quite unable by her teaching to reconcile a soul with 
God. History merely tells us that he was an observant 
monk who kept the Rule, and, for that reason, enjoyed the 
eonfidence of his supériors." 

Relying upon his ability and his achievements, Staupitz, 
the Vicar, summoned him in the autumn of 1508, to Witten- 
berg, in order that he might there continue his stu and 
at the same time commence his work as a teacher on @ 
humble scale. : 

‘As Master of Philosophy Luther gave lectures on the 
Ethies of Aristotle and probably also on Dialceties, though, 
as he himself says, he would have preferred to mount the 
chair of Theology, for which he cl:cady esteemed himself 
fitted, and which, with its higher tasks, attracted him much 
more than philosophy. In March, 1509, he was already the 
recipient of a theological degree and entered the Faculty as 
a “ Baccalaureus Biblicus.” This authorised him to deliver 
leetures on the Holy Scriptures at the University. 

In the same year, however, probably in the late autumn, 
Luther's career at Wittenberg was interrupted for a time 
by his being sent back to Erfurt. With regard to the reasons 
for this nothing is known with certainty, but a movement 
which was going forward in the Congregation may have been 
the cause. In the question of the stricter observance which 
had recently been raised among the Augustinians, and which 
will be treated of below, Luther had not sided with the 
Wittenberg monastery but with his older friends at Erfurt. 
He was opposed to certain administrative regulations pro- 
moted by Staupitz, which, in the opinion of many, threat- 
ened the future discipline of the Order. At any rate, he had to 
return to Erfurt just as he was about to become “ Sen- 
tentiarius,” i.e. to be promoted to the office of lecturing on 
the “Magister Sententiarium.” For these lectures, too, he 
had already qualified himself, Ilis second stay at Erfurt 
and the part—so important for the understanding of his 
later life—which he played in the disputes of the Order, 


* See below, volume vi., cap. xxxvii., where these questions are 
treated more fully. 












c Google sre TeUFORN 


22 LUTHER THE MONK 


arc new data in his history which have as yet received little 
attention. 

‘He was made very weleome by his brothers at Erfurt, at 
once took up his work as “ Sententiarius ” and, for about a 
year and a half, held forth on that eclebrated textbook of 
theology, the Book of Sentences. 

‘He was also employed in important business for the monas- 
tery and accompanied Dr, Nathin on a mission in connee- 
tion with the question of the statutes of the Congregation 
and the above-mentioned dispute. Both went to Halle to 
Adolf of Anhalt, Provost of Magdeburg Cathedral, for the 
purpose of defending the “ observance in the vicarinte.” 
‘The monk made an excellent impression on the Provost of 
the Cathedral.!_ The esteem which Luther enjoyed while he 
was at Erfurt exposcs the futility of thosc old fables, once + 
widely circulated and gencrally believed, that whilst there 
he had entered into a liaison with a girl and had declared 
that he intended to go as far as he could until the times 
permitted of his marrying in due form.? 

Of Luther's lectures at that time some traces are to be 
found in a book in the Ratsschul-Library at Zwickau, 
these being the oldest spceimens of his handwriting which 
we possess. They were made public in 1893 in volume ix. 
of the “Kritische Gesamtausgabe” of Luther's works 
now appearing, and consist of detailed marginal notes 
to the Sentenecs of the Lombard of which the book in 
question is a printed copy.? The notes consist chiefly of 
subtle dialectic explanations or corrections of Peter Lom- 
ite in the theological style of the day, The 
used is frequently sur- 
prising; for instance, when the young master takes upon 
himself to speak of the “ buffoonery ” of contemporary 
theologians and philosophers, of of an ostensibly * almost 
heretical opinion” which he discovers in Venerable Duns 
Scotus; still more is this the ease when he expresses his 
dislike of the traditional scholastic speculation and logic, 
alluding to the “rancid rules of the logicians,” to “ those 
grubs, the philosophers,” to the “drczs of philosophy” 
and to that * putrid philosopher Aristotle.” 


* The reference in Dungersh Dadelang. p. 14 (see aby 
1.3) hasbeei peed by N.Paulusin the" Histor. Jahrbuch,” It 
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It is worthy of note in connection with his mental growth 
that, on the very cover of the book, he, most independently, 
declares war on the “Sophists,” though we do not mean to 
imply that such a war was not justifiable from many points 
of view. Asa toreh, however, for the illuminating of theo- 
logical truth he is not unwilling to use philosophy. Very 
strong, nay emphatic, is his appeal to the Word of God 
on a trivial and purely speculative question relating to the 
inner life of the Trinity. He says : * Though many highly 
esteemed teachers assert this, yet the fact remains that on 
their side they have not Holy Seripture, but merely human 
reasons: but I say that on my side I have the Written Word 
that the soul is the image of God, and therefore I say with 
the Apostle ‘Though an angel from Heaven, ie, a Doctor of 
the Church, preach to you otherwise, Ict him be anathema,’ ” 

In these glosses we may, however, seek in vain for any 
trace, even the faintest, of Luther's future teaching, The 
young theologian still maintains the Chureh’s standpoint, 
particularly with regard to the doctrines which he was 
afterwards ,to call into question, 

He still speaks correetly of ‘faith which works through 
charity and by which we arc justified.” Equally blameless 
are his statements regarding concupiscence in fallen man 
and the exercise of free will in the choice of good under the 
influence of Divine Grace. Once, it is true, he casually 
speaks of Christ as ‘our righteousness and sanctification,” 
but, in spite of the weight which has been laid on this ex 
pression, it is in no wise remarkable, and merely voices 
the Catholic view of St. Augustine, or better still, of St. 
Paul. To Romans i. 16 f., to which he was later to attach 
so much importance in his new system, he refers onee, inter- 
preting it correctly and agrecably with the Glossa ordinaria ; 
clearly cnough it had not yet begun to interest him and 
his harmless words afford no proof of the statement which. 
has been made, that already at the time he wrote “ the 
birth-hour of the reformation had rung.” 

‘That Luther also studied at that time some of the writings 
of St. Augustine we sce from three old volumes of the works 
of this Father in the Zwickau Library, which contain notes 
made in Luther’s handwriting on the De Trinitate, on the 
De Civitate Dei, and other similar writings. These notes, 
made about the same time, are correct in theit doctrine. 
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According to Mclanchthon, already at Erfurt he had begun 
a “very thorough study” of the African Father of the 
Church. ‘ 
+ In the latter notes, which were also published in the 
Weimar edition of Luther's works,! he once flies into a 
violent fit of indignation with the celebrated Wimpleling, 
who was mixed up in a literary dispute with the Augustinian 
Order, He calls the worthy man ‘a garrulous barker and 
an cnvious critic of the fame of the Augustinians, who had 
lost his reason through obstinacy and hate, and who re- 
quires a cut of the knife to open his mole’s eyes” ; he, 
“‘with his brazen front, should be ashamed of himsclf.”* 
Glibness of tongue, combined with intelligence and fancy, 
and, in addition to unusual talents, great perseverance in 
study, these were the qualities which many admired in the 
new teacher, Whoever had to dispute with so sharp and 
fiery an opponent, was sure to get the worst of the encounter. 
The fame of the new teacher soon spread throughout the 
Augustinian provinee, but his originality and want of 
restraint naturally raised him up some enemic: 
Alongside of his readiness in controversy which some 
admired, many remarked in him quazrelsomeness and dis- 
putatiousness. He never learnt how to live “ at peace” 
with his brothers? as some of the old monks afterwards 
told the Humanist Cochleus. His Catholic pupil Johann 
Oldecop, says of his leaving Erfurt for Wittenberg, that the 
separation was not altogether displeasing to the Augustinians 
of Erfurt, because Luther was always desirous of coming 
off victor in differences of opinion, and liked to stir up 
strife! Hiercnymus Dungersheim, a subsequent Catholic 
opponent who watched him very narrowly, writes that he 
“had always been a quarrelsome man in his ways and 
habits,” and that he had acquired that reputation even 
before ever he came to the mcnastery.® —Dungersheim 
questioned those who had known him as a secular student 
at Erfurt, The above statements come, it is true, from the 
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camp of his adversaries, but they are not only uncontra- 
dicted by any further testimony, but entirely agree with 
other data regarding his character. 

Luther, in his own account of himself which he gave 
later, tells us that he was then and during the first part of 
his career as a monk, so full of zeal for the truth handed 
down by the Church that he would have given over to 
death any denier of the same, and have becn ready to carry 
the wood for burning him at the stake. He also says in his 
queer, exaggerated fashion, that in those days he wor- 
shipped the Pope. At the same time he announces that 
his study of the Bible at Erfurt had already shown him 
many errors in the Papist Church, but that he had sought 
to soothe his conscience with the question: ‘ Art thou the 
only wise man?” though by so doing he had retarded his 
understanding of the Holy Scriptures.t He also asserts 
later that his father’s words spoken at the banquet which 
followed his first Mass, viz. that his religious vocation was 
probably a delusion, had picreed ever deeper into his mind 
and appeared to him more and more true. Yet he likewise 
tells us elsewhere of his persevering zeal in his profession, 
and of his excessive fastings and disciplines, 

It is hard to find the real clue in this tangle of later state- 
ments, all of them influenced by polemical considerations, 

He says quite seriously, and this may very well be true, 
that what he was wont to hear at times outside the monastery 
from unbelieving “ grammarians,” ic. humanists, regarding 
the great difference between the teaching of Holy Scripture 
and that of the existing Church, made a deep impression 
on him.* He had, however, calmed himself, so he says, with 
the thought that this was other pcople’s business, In the 
monastic library he once came across some sermons of 
John Hus. Their contents appearcd to him excellent, 
nevertheless, so he writes, from aversion for the author’s 
name, he laid aside the book without reading any further, 
though not without surprise that such a man should have 
written in many ways so well and so correctly. Johann 
Grefenstein, his master at Erfurt, had once let fall the 




















+ Kostlin-Kawerau, 2, p. 77. 
Ericeus, “ Sylvula sententiarum,” p. 142. Cp. J. K. Scidemann, 
“Luthers altesto Vorlesungen ber dic Haulmen,” Ly Dresden, 1876, 
Pe xvii.“ Eyo adoleaccns audivi doctom viroa ct bonos grammaticua” eve. 
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remark in his presence that Hus had been put to death 
without any previous attempt being made to instruct or 
convert him, 

At that time, Hus failed to make any impression on 
him. Doubts, however, assaulted him in the shape of 
temptations. Those he repulsed, well aware of the danger. 
In June, 1521, writing at the Wartburg, he says that more 
than ten years before, much that was taught by Popes, 
Councils and Universities had appeared to him absurd and 
in contradiction with Christ, but that he had put a bridle 
on his thoughts in aceordance with the Proverb of Solomon : 
“Lean not upon thy own prudence.”! Certain it is that 
his clear mind must carly have perecived that the Church 
of that day fell far short of the ideal, and it is possible that 
even in those carly years, such a perception may have 
awakened in him doubts and diseontent and have led him 
to take a too gloomy view of the state of the Chureh. 

In any case, Luther’s own testimony as given above 
leads us to suspect the presence in his mind at an early 
date of a deep-seated dissatisfaction which foreboded ill to 
the monk’s future fidelity to the Church.? 

‘A strong moral foundation would have been necessary to 
save a mind so singularly constituted from wavering, and if 
we may believe the statement of his contemporary, Hierony- 
mus Dungersheim of Leipzig, this was just what Luther had 
always lacked. Dungersheim, in a pamphlet against Luther 
the heretic, harks back to the years he spent at Erfurt as a 
secular student and accuses him of evil habits, probably 
contracted then, but the after effects of which made them- 
selves felt when he had entered into religion and caused him 
to rebel against his profession. If Luther, so he says, was 
now persuaded that no religious could keep the vow of 
chastity, in his case the inabi could only be duc to a 
certain “former bad habit,” of which stories were told, 
and to his neglect of prayer? In another writing the same 

1 In tho tract * Rationis Latomiana confututio,” “Opp. Lat, var.,” 
5, p. 400; Weim. ed. 8. p. 4: 

® The above deseription of Luther's life in the monster 
from the strange circumstunecs of his entrance, has in 
incomplete. Belov, in volume vi., chapter xxxvi 
Jopment wf his charuet 
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opponent accuses him openly of having indulged in the 
grossest vice during his academic years, and mentions as 
his informant onc of the comrades who had, later on, 
accompanied Luther to the gates of the monastery.! He 
says nothing, perhaps, indeed, he knew nothing more 
definite, and with regard to Luther's life in religion, he is 
unable to adduce anything to his diseredit. 

But yet another of Luther’s later adversaries has strong 
words for our hero’s carly life. His testimony, which has 
not so far been dealt with, must be treated of here because 
such charges, if well founded, doubtless contribute much 
to the psychological explanation of the processes going for= 
ward in Luther. This testimony is given by Hieronymus 
Emscr of Dresden, who, it is true, was himself by no means 
spotless, and who, on that account, was roundly reprimanded 
by the man he had attacked. In his rejoinder to Luther, a 
pamphlet published in 1520, and the only one preserved, 

he “Was it necessary on account of my letter that 
you should hold up to public exeeration my former deviations 
which are indced, for the most part, mere inventions ? 
What do you think has come to my ears concerning your 
own criminal decds (‘flagitia’)?” ‘He will be silent about 
them, he says, because he docs not wish to return evil for 
evil, but he continucs ; “* That you also fell, I must attribute 
to the same cause which brought about my own fall, namely, 
the want of public discipline in our days, so that young men 
live as they please without fear of punishment and do just 
what they like”? We must remember that at Erfurt 
Emscr and Luther had stood in the relation of teacher and 
disciple. His words, like those of Dungersheim written from 
Leipzig, voiee the opinion on Luther later on current in 
the hostile University cireles of Erfurt. 

When Luther in his later years speaks of the “sins of 
his youth,” this, in his grotesquely anti-catholie vocabulary, 
means the good works of his monastic life, even the celebra- 
tion of Holy Mass. Onec, however, at the end of his tract 
on the Last Supper (1528),® speaking of the sins of his youth, 











+“ Dadelung des Bekenntnus,” p. 15’, 16. 

* “4 venatione Luteriana digocerotis assertio,” s.Lea.k, 5’, 

2“ Werke,” Eri, ed., 30, p. 3: * Although I have ‘8 great, 
grievous, shemeful sinner and have wasted and spent my youth: 
damnably," yet his greatest sins were that he had been a monk and 
had said Mass. 
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he scems to distinguish between the Catholic works above 
referred to and other faults of which he accuses himself in 
the same general terms, 

In the young Augustinian's Erfurt days he was pre- 
vented by the Rule from cultivating any intimate and dis- 
tracting friendship with persons in the world. We only 
know that he, and likewise his brother monk Johann Lang, 
had some friendly intercourse with the Humanist Petreius 
(Peter Eberbach), who not long after, in a letter dated 
May 8, 1512, greets Lang—then already with Luther at 
Wittenberg—in these words: “‘Sanete Lange et Sancte 
Martine orate pro me.” Mutianus, the Gotha canon and 
chief of the Humanists, who was very unorthodox in his 
views, in a letter to Lang of the beginning of May, 1515, 
scems to remember Luther, for he sends grectings to the 
“pious Dr. Martin,” 

His intercourse with the Humanists led Luther to make 
use of philology in the interpretation of the Holy Scriptures. 
He thus entered upon a useful, we may even say indispens- 
able, course, in which he might have done great service. 
At Erfurt he continued constantly to study his copy of the 
Bible, which had become an inseparable companion. ‘As 
no one in the monastery read the Bible” (at any rate not with 
his zeal) he was able to flatter himself with being first in 
the house in the matter of biblical knowledge ; indeed in this 
ficld he was probably the greatest expert in the whole 
Congregation. 

In addition to this, he began to tum his busy mind to 
the study of Hebrew, and contrived to provide himself with 
a dictionary, which at that time was considered a treasure. 
Lang, with his humanistic culture, was able to assist him 
with the Greek. 

Meanwhile the dispute in the Order with regard to the 
observance had reached a point when it seemed right to 
the party to which Luther belonged to seck the intervention 
of Rome in their favour, or to anticipate an appeal on the 
part of their opponents. The choice of seven houses “ of 
the observance ” resulted in Luther being choscn as the 
delegate to represent them in Rome. So little apposed to 
the Church was Luther's theology and Bible interpretation 
in his Erfurt days, and so considerable was the number of 
brethren, even in other Observantine houses who held him 
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to be a faithful monk, that they deemed him best suited for 
so difficult a mission, What Cochlaus, according to in- 
formaticn drawn from Augusti relates later 
sounds, how quite reason: selected 
‘on account of his “ cleverness and his forceful spirit. of con- 
tradiction,” which promised a complete victory aver the 
other faction.! 

Luther's journcy to Rome, according to Oldecop, was 
undertaken from Erfurt, 






3. The Journey to Rome 


con, or mare correctly German, Congregation of 
ians, at the time of Luther’s journey to Rome, 
had reached a crisis in its history. 

Founded cn the old Order of Hermits of St. Augustine, 
by the pious and zealous Andreas Proles (1503), and pro- 
vided by him with excellent statutes intended to promote a 
reform of discipline, the Congregation had, since its founda- 
ticn, been withdrawn frem the control of the Provincial of 
the unreformed Augustinian Province of Saxony in order 
the better to preserve its stricter observance.? It stood 
dircetly under the Gencral of the Order at Rome, whose 
German representative was a Vicar-Gencral—in Luther's 
time, Staupitz. He was simply styled Vicar, or sometimes 
Provincial. The menasteries under him numbered about 
thirty, and were distributed throughout several so-called 
districts, cach headed by a Rural Vicar. 

Staupitz’s aim was to bring about a reunion of the German 
Congregation with the numerous observant monasterics: 
in Germany, an amalgamation which would probably have 
led indireetly to his beccming the head of all these com- 
munitics, He had already, September 30, 1510, after 
sounding the Pope, published a papal Bull approving such 
a unicn, and, by virtue of the same, begun to style himself 
Provincial of Thuringia and Saxony. His efforts were, 
however, met by decided opposition within the Congregation, 
Certain houses which were in favour of the old state of 
things and feared that union would lead to a relaxation of 
discipline, vchemently opposed Staupitz and his plans. To 


1 “Commentaria,” ete, pele “Acer ingenio et ad contradicendum 
audaz et vehemens.” 
1 Kole, ** Die deutsche A 
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this party belonged also the Erfurt monastery, and Luther 
himself took an active part in the position assumed by his 
house. The object of his visit to Halle with Dr. Nathin to 
sce Prince Adolf of Anhalt, the Cathcdral Provost, had been 
to obtain a “ petition” in favour of the “ observance.” 
The opposition became acute when the Bull above referred 
to was published by Staupitz, and we may consider the 
protest of the scven Observantine monasteries against the 
Bull as the direct cause of Luther's despateh to Rome. 

The monk, then seven-and-twenty ycars of age, with his 
written authority to act as procurator in the case (“itis 
procurator” is what Cochlcus, who was well informed on 
these matters, styles him), set out forthwith on his journey. 
It was in the autumn 1510, and Luther was then lecturing 
on the third book of the Sentences. His absence lasted 
four ot five months, ic. until the spring 1511, when we 
again find him at Erfurt, Luther, and those who felt with 
him, found no difficulty in reconciling their efforts for the 
preservation of the observance against the will of Staupitz, 
with due submission to him as their Superior, 

Another monk of the Order accompanied Luther to the 
capitel of Christendom as the Rule enjoined in the case of 
journeys. The joy at such an opportunity of seeing the 
Eternal City, of quenching his ardent thirst for knowledge 
by the acquisition of new experiences and of gaining the 
graces attached to so holy a pilgrimage, may well have 
hurried his steps during the wearisome journcy, which in 
those days had to be undertaken on foot. He had even, 
according to a later statement, made the resolution to 
cleanse his conscienee—so frequently tortured by fears— 
by a general confession, indeed he once says that this was his 
main object, passing over the real reason, 

With regard to the effect of the journcy on the question 
concerning the Order, according to Cochicus a certain com= 
promise was reached, the details of whieh are, however, 
not told us, At any rate Staupitz was unable to carry out 
his plan and eventually gave it up. ‘The dispute between 


























* For the date nnd cause, see N. Paulus in the “Histor, Jahrbuel 
1891, GRE, 314 f.; 1901, 110 ff; 1903, 72 A. Also ** Histor. 
Blatéor,” 149, 1008, 738-52. ‘The your 1510-11, ax against th 
by Késtlin-Kaworau, viz, 1511-12, is now socepted by Kroker 
edition of the **Tisehroden der Mathesisehon Sammlung,” p. 417, and 
Ly Kawerau in his " Luthorkalender,” 1010. 
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“Qbscrvants” and “non-Obscrvants” thus started, as we 
may gather from statements made by Luther to which we 
refer later, far from being at an end beeame more and more 
acute, It appears to have done untold harm to the Con- 
grogation and to have largely contributed to its fall. 

What effect had the visit to Italy and Rome upon the 
development of the young monk ? 

Thousands have been cheered in spirit by the visit to the 
tombs of the Apostles ; prayer at the holy places of Rome, 
the immediate proximity of the Vicar of Christ and of the 
world-embracing government of the Church made them fecl 
what they had never felt before, the pulse-beat of the heart 
of Christendom, and they returned full of enthusiasm, 
strengthened and inspirited, and with the desire of working 
for souls in aceordance with the mind of the Church. 

With Luther this was not the case. 

He was much less impressed by the Rome of the Saints 
than by the corruption then rampant in ecelesiastical eireles. 

On first pereciving Rome from the heights of Monte 
Mario, he devoutly greeted the city, as all pilgrims were 
wont to do, overjoyed at having reached the goal of their 
long pilgrimage.! After that, he untiringly occupied him- 
self, so far as his chief business permitted, in secing all that 
Rome had to show. He assurcs us that he believed everything 
that was told him of the real or legendary reminiscences of 
the holy places both above and under ground. He docs 
not, however, appear to have been very eareful in his choice 
of guides and aequaintanees, for the ancedotes concoring 
the condition of things at Rome which he brought back 
with him to his own country were, if not untrue, at least 
execedingly spiteful. The Augustinians whorn he there 
met had not the spirit of the reform inaugurated by Proles. 
Their southern freedom and lack of restraint found all too 
strong anecho in Luther’s character. The general confession 
he had projected was probably never made,! for, as he asserts 
later, he had not found among the clergy a single suitable, 
worthy man. During his distracting stay in the Eternal 
City he said Mass, so he tells us, pethaps once, perhaps ten 
ie. occasionally, not regularly.® He was greatly 


Werke,” Erl. ed. 62, p. 438. “Coll,” ed. Bindscil, 1, 165; 
* ed. Foratemann, 4, 637. 
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seandalised at much he heard and saw, partly owing to his 
looking at things with the critical cye of a northerner, partly 
owing to the really existing moral disorders. 

The Rome of that day was the Rome of Julius IT, the 
then Pope, and of his predecessor Alexander VI; it was 
the Rome of the Popes of the height of the Renaissance, 
glorified by art, but inwardly deeply debased. The capital 
of Christendom, under the influence of the frivolity 
which had scized the occupants of the Papal throne and 
invaded the ranks of the higher clergy, had proved false 
to her dignity and forgetful of the fact that the eyes of the 
Faithful who visited Rome from every quarter of the globe 
were jealously fixed upon her in their anxiety est the godless 
spirit of the world should poison the very heart of the 
Church, 

Instead of being cdificd by the goed which he undoubtedly 
encountered and by the great idcal of the Church which 
no shadow can ever darken, Luther, with his critically 
disposed mind, proved all too receptive to the contrary 
impressicns and allowed himself to be unduly influenced 
by the dark side of things, ie. the corruption of morals. 
Subsequently, in his public controversies and private Table- 
Talk, he tells quite a number of disreputable tales, which, 
whether based on fact or not, were all too favourable to his 
anti-Roman tendencies. He was in the habit of saying, in 
his usual tone, that wheever looked about him a little in 
Rome, would find abominations compared to which those of 
Scdom were mere child’s play. He declares that he heard 
from the mouth of Papal courticrs the statement: “It 
cannot go on much longer, it must break up.”” In the eom- 
pany in whieh he mixed he heard these words let fall : “If 
there bea Hell, then Rome is built over it.” He says that he 
had heard it said of one, who expressed his gricf at such a 
state of things, that he was a “ buon cristiano,” which meant 
much the same as a good-natured simpleton. In his prone- 
ness to accept cvil tales he believed, at least so he asserts 
later, the statement made in his presence, that many priests 
were in the habit of repeating jokes at Blass in place of the 
words of consecration. He relates that he even questioned 
whether the bishops and priests at Rome, the prelates of 
the Curia, aye, the Pope himself, had any Christian belief 

4 Kastlin-Kaworau, 1, p- 99, 
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left. It is not worth while to go into the details of the 
scandals he records, becausc, as Hausrath justly remarks, 
“it is questionable how much weight is due to statements 
which, in part, date from the later years of his life, when he 
had so completely altered.” 

In his accounts the share which he himself actually took 
in the pious pilgrim-exercises of the time is kept very much 
in the background. 

He came to the so-called Scala Santa at the Lateran, and 
saw the Faithful, from motives of penance, ascending the 
holy steps on their knecs. He turned away from this touch- 
ing popular veneration of the sufferings of the Redecmer, 
and preferred not to follow the example of the other pilgrims. 
An account given by his son Paul in 1582 says that he 
then quoted the Bible verse: “The just man liveth by 
faith.” If it be a fact that he made use of these words 
which were to assume so great importance and to be so, 
sadly misinterpreted in his subsequent theology, it was 
certainly not in their Iater sense. In reality we have here 
in all probability an instance of a later opinion being 
gratuitously anticipated, for Luther himself declares that 
he discovered his gospel only after hc had taken his Doctor's 
degree, and this we shall show abundantly further on. 
Older Protestant writers have frequently represented the 
scene at the steps of the Lateran in unhistorical colours 
owing to their desire to furnish a graphie historieal beginning 
of the change in Luther's mind. Mylius of Jena was one of 
the first to do this. Mylius, in 1595, quite falsely asserts 
that Luther had already commented on the Epistle to the 
Romans previous to his journey to Rome, and adds that 
he had alrcady then noted the later interpretation of the 
Bible text in question. It is true that his son Paul, where 
he speaks of Luthcr’s cxelamation as having becn com- 
municated to him by his father, expressly states that “he 
had then, through the spirit of Jesus, come to the knowledge 
of the truth of the holy gospel.” But Késtlin’s Biography 
of Luther rightly denies this, and describes it as an ‘‘ex- 
aggeration ”°—“ error” would have been better—for the 
1 “ Luthors Romfahrt,” p. 79. 
: jus Mylius, “in Epistolam divi Poul ad Romanos,” ete, 
Tonm, 1695. “ Preefatio,” fol. 2’. Op. Theod. Elze, “Luthers Reise 
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assumption to which Luther's friends still cling with such 
affection, namely, that from the very commencement of his 
journey to Rome he had been “* haunted by the Bible text 
concerning justification by faith,” at a time “when he 
still was striving to serve God by hie own works,” must be 
struck out of history as a mcre fiction.* 

At Rome Luther's conviction of the authority of the 
Holy Sce was in no wise shaken, in spite of what some pcople 
have thought. All the scandals had not been able to achieve 
this. As late as 1516 he was still preaching in entire accord- 
anee with the traditional doctrine of the Church on the 
power of the Papacy, and it is worth while to quote his 
words in order to show the Catholic thoughts which engaged 
him while wandering through the streets of Rome. “It 
Christ had not entrusted all power to one man, the Church 
would. not have been perfect because there would have 
becn no order and cach one would have been able to say he 
was led by the Holy Spirit. This is what the hercties did, 
each one setting up his own principle. In this way as many 
Churehes arose as there were heads. Christ therefore wills, 
in order that all may be assembled in one unity, that His 
Power be exercised by one man to whom also He commits 
it. Tle has, however, made this Power so strong that 
He looses all the powers of Hell (without injury) against it. 
He says: *The gates of Hell shall not prevail against it,’ 
as though He said: ‘They will fight against it but never 
overeome it,’ so that in this way it is made manifest that 
this power is in reality from God and not from man. Where- 
fore whoever breaks away from this unity and order of the 
Power, Ict him not boast of great enlightenment and won- 
derful works, as our Picards and other heretics do, for much 
better is obedience than the victims of fools who know not 
+ On his own account Paul was only @ boy of eleven when he heard 
is statement from his father ; it is therefore very doubtful whether 
ho understood and remembered it correctly. Luther would surely 
have retuned to the subjcet more frequently’ had it really played 80 


great a part in his devel ecinlly as he spraks 80 often of his 
journey to Rome. 0. S ‘cent thesia on the development of 
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what evil they do’ (Eccles. iv.17).""_ That, when in Rome, 
he was still full of reverence for the Pope, Luther shows in 
his Table-Talk, though his language on this occasion can 
only be described as filthy. 

His ideas with regard to the Church’s means of Grace, the 
Mass, Indulgences and Prayer had not, at the time of his 
return to Germany, undergone any theoretical change, 
though it is highly probable that his practical observance 
the Church’s law suffered considerably. The fact is, his 
character was not yct sufficiently formed when he started 
on his journey ; he was, as Oldecop says, ‘a wild young 
fellow.’ 

Luther later on relates it as a joke, that, when at Rome, 
he had been so zealous in gaining Indulgences that he had 
wished his parents were already dead so that he might 
apply to their souls the great Indulgences obtainable there.* 
Of the Masses which he eclcbrated in the Holy City he 
assures us—again more by way of a joke than as an cxact 
statement of fact—that he said them so piously and slowly 
that three, or even six, Italian priests or monks had finished ' 
all their Masses in succession before he had come to the end 
of one. He even declares that in Rome Mass is said so 
rapidly that ten, one after another, occupied only one hour, 
and that he himself had been urged on with the ery ; “ Hurry 
up, Brother, hurry up.” Whocver is familiar with the older 
Luther’s manner of speech, will be on his guard against 
taking such jests seriously or as proof of scrupulosity ; 
he is, in reality, merely laying stress on the blatant contrast 
between his own habit and the precipitation of the Italians. 

In 1519, i.c. not yet ten years after Luther's visit, his 
pupil Oldecop came to Rome and sct to work to make 
diligent enquiries concerning the stay there of his already 
famous master, with whose teaching, however, he did not 
agree. As he says in his “ Chronik,” published not long 
since, he learned that Luther had taken lessons in Hebrew 
from a Jew called Jakob, who gave himself out to be a 
physician. He sought out the Jew, probably a German, 
and heard from him that “Martinus had begged the Pope 


4 Sermo in Vincula 8. Potri, honeo on August 1. “Werke,” Wein. 
od, 1 (1883), p. 69. 
’s “Tischreden,” ed, Forstemann, 4, p. 687, 
Chronik,” p. 30. 
Werke,” Erl. ed., 40, p. 284. 
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to be allowed to study in Italy for ten years in secular 
dress,” but that, owing to the absence of any authorisation 
from his Supcriors, his request had been refused, and 
Martinus, instead of being privileged to dress as a secular 
priest, had been obliged to retain his “ cowl,” i.c. the habit 
of his Order. Oldeeop then betook himself to the official 
who, as he learnt, had drafted the monk’s petition, and 
who fully confirmed the Jew’s statement. There is no 
reason for doubting these new tales, notwithstanding the 
fact that in some of the other statcments made by Oldecop, 
especially these in which he had no personal coneern, some 
unintentional errors oceur. According to the character given 
him by his editor Carl Euling, he was “ an educated and 
honourable man, with good judgment.’ Notice deserves 
to be taken of a minor detail of the incident which confirms 
the truth of this account, namely, that the official, affrighted 
at the mention of Luther’s name, was at first unwilling to 
speak, and then begged that the fact of his having had 
dealings with him should not be betrayed. The man, who 
is here portrayed to the life, after he became more loquacious, 
also expressed the opinion that had Luther been allowed 
to take off the cowl he would never have put it on again; 
a view, of course, merely bascd on the later course of events. 
Luther's desire for Icarning was so great, and his impulsive 
character so marked, that itis quite possible that he cherished 
such a project. Nor was there anything so very singular 
in the plan, for about that time other monks had been 
sceularised at their own request. Ina Brief dated January 
26, 1517, Erasmus, who was an Augustinian canon, 
received permission to wear the dress of a secular priest, 
a fact to which Luther, on occasion, makes allusion, As 
such a privilege, even though restricted as to duration, 
would without doubt have appealed to the freedom of 
thought which at that time Luther was beginning to culti- 
vate, the fact that it was refused owing to the lack of 
authorisation by his German Supcriors assuredly cannot 
have sweetened his recollection of the Roman Curia ; its 
only effect was probably to wound his vanity. He himself 
never speaks of this petition ; he had no eause to do so, and 
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indeed it ill agreed with the legend which, with advancing 
years, he began to weave about his life in the monastery. 
On the other hand, we have probably a distorted version of 
the incident in an assertion, circulated later by his opponents, 
viz. that during his stay at Rome he had sought secularisa- 
tion in order to be able to marry. 

Regarding the morals of the Italians and not the Romans 
only, he makes many unfavourable and even unfair state- 
ments in his later reminiscences of his wandcrings through 
their country. The only things which found favour in his eyes 
were, in fact, their charity and benevolence as displayed in 
some of the hospitals, particularly in Florence, the sobriety 
of the people and, at Rome, the carefull carrying out of 
ecclesiastical business, An evil breath of moral luxity was 
passing over the whole country, more especially, however, 
over the rich and opulent towns and the higher elasscs, in- 
{ected as they were with the indifferentism of the Humanists. 
‘Those travelling alone found themselves exposed in the inns 
to the worst moral dangers. We must also call to mind that, 
in those very years the Neapolitan, or French disease, as 
syphilis was then called, infested a wide area of this other 
wise delightful country, having been introduecd by the 
troops who came to southem Italy, The places where 
strangers from other lands were obliged to spend the night 
on their travels were hotbeds of infection for both body and 
soul, 

Luther returned to Germany towards the month of 
February, 1511, though he was no longer the same man 
as when he set out. He said, after his apostasy : “I, like 
a fool, carried onions to Italy and brought garlic (i.c. worse 
stuff) back with me.” As a controvcrsialist he declared 
that he would not take 100,000 gulden to have missed 
seeing Rome, as otherwise he would feel that he was doing 
the Papacy an injustice; he only wished that everyone 
who was about to become a priest would visit Rome. 

' Cp, George, Duke of Saxony, in the pamphlet published under 
Arnoldi’s name: “Auf das Schmihbichlein Luthers wider den 
Meuchler von Dresden," 1531 (“‘ Werke,” Eri. od., 25, p. 147), where he 
thus addresses Luther: “You are hostile to the Pope because, among 
other reasons, he would not free you from the frock and give you a 
whore for your wife.” The mention of the frock ita to a \iscence 
of what actually had taken place. Possibly the Jow is the same 


Jakeh who, 262% sccgoied Tatars doctrine ii Geemany ans wee 
baptised. Cp. Luther's “Briefwochsel,”’ 4, pp. 97, .147. 
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A notable result of his stay in Italy was, that Luther, 
after his return. to the monastery, immediately changed 
his standpoint regarding the “ observance.” Sent to Rome 
for the defence of the " observance,” he now unexpectedly 
veered round and became its opponent.“ He deserted to 
Stoupitz ” as Cochleus puts it, evidently using the very 
words of the Observantincs, and soon Luther was sccn 
passionately assailing the Observantines, whose spokesman 
he had been shortly before. In all likelihood his changed 
view stood in some connection with a change in his domicile. 
No sooner had he returned to the Observantine monastery 
of Erfurt, than he left it for Wittenberg, where he was to 
take his degree of Doctor of Divinity and then ascend the 
professorial chair, Doubtless under Staupit2’s influence the 
fulfilment of those great hopes which he had formerly 
cherished now arose on the horizon of his mind. ‘To continue 
to withstand Staupitz in the matter of the observance 
could but prove a hindrance to his advance, especially as 
the Wittenberg community was for the most part opposed 
to the observance. Nothing further is, however, known 
with regard to this strange change of front. It was of 
the greatest importance for his future development, as 
will appear in the sequel ; the history of his warfare against 
the Obscrvantines, to which as yct little attention has been 
paid, may also be considered as a new and determining 
factor in his mental career. 








4. The Little World of Wittenberg and tho Great World 
in Church and State 


Since the spring 1511, Luther had been qualifying, by 
diligent study in his cell in the great Augustinian monas! 
at Wittenberg, to take his degree of Doctor in Divi 
in the University of that city. 

In his later statements he says that he had small hopes 
of success in his new career on account of hi: k health ; 
that he had in vain opposed Staupits's invitation to take 
his doctorate, and that he had been compelled by obedience 
to comply with his Superior’s orders. After passing bril- 
liantly the requisite tests, the University bestowed upon 
him the theological degree on October 1, 1512. Luther at 
onee commenced his lectures on Holy Scripture, the subject 









Google 


WITTENBERG 39 


of this, his first course, being the Psalms (1513-16). His 
audience consisted mainly of young Augustinians, to whom 
a correct understanding of the Psalms was a practical need 
for their services in choir, 

He displayed already in these carly lectures, no Tess than 
in those of the later period, the whole force of his fancy and 
eloquence, his great ability in the choice of quotations from 
the Bible, his extraordinary subjectivity, and, however cut 
of place in such a quarter, the vehemence of his passion ; 
in our own day the sustained rhetorical tone of his lectures 
would scarecly appcal to the hearer. 

The fiery and stimulating teacher was in his true clement 
at Wittenberg. The animation that pervaded students 
and teachers, the distinction which he cnjoycd amongst 
his friends, his unlimited influence over the numerous 
young men gathered there, more especially over the students 
of his own Order, no Jess than the favour of the Elector of 
Saxony for the University, the Order, and, subsequently, 
for his own person, all this, in spite of his alleged unwilling- 
ness to embrace the profession, made his stay at Wittcnberg, 
and his work there, very agreeable to him. He himself 
admits that his Superiors had done well in placing him 
there. Wittenberg became in the sequel the citadel of his 
teaching. There he remained until the evening of his days 
as Professor of Holy Scripture, and quitted the town only 
when forced by urgent reasons to do so. 

As with all men of great gifts, who make a deep impression 
on their day, but arc, all the same, children of their time, 
so was it with Luther. In his case, however, the influence 
from without was all the deeper because his lively and 
receptive temperament lent itsclf to a stronger external 
stimulus, and also beeause the position of so young a man 
in a professorial chair in the very heart of Germany did 
much to foster such influences. 

Martin Pollich of Mellerstadt, formerly Professor at 
Leipzig, a physician, a jurist and a man of humanistic 
tendencies who had helped Staupitz to organise the new 
University, enjoyed a great reputation in the Wittenberg 
schools. Alongside him were the theologians Amsdorf, 
Carlstadt, Link, Lang and Staupitz. Nicholas von Amsdorf, 
who was subsequently said to be “more Luther than Luther 
himself,” had been since 1511 liecntiate of theology, and 
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had at the same time filled, as a secular priest, the office 
of Canon at the Castle Church, Andreas Bodenstein von 
Carlstadt, usually known as Carlstadt, occupied a position 
amongst the Augustinians engaged in teaching. He had 
taken his degree at Wittenberg in 1510, and was at the 
outsct a zealous representative of Scholasticism, though he 
specdily attached himself to Luther's new teaching. He 
was the first to proclaim the solubility of religious vows. 
Weneeslaus Link worked at the University from 1509 to 
about 1516, eventually suceceding Staupitz as Augustinian 
Vicar-General, and, later, by his marriage in 1529, gave the 
last Augustinians of the unfortunate Congregation the 
signal for forsaking the Order. Another Augustinian, 
Johann Lang, who had been Luther's friend since the days 
of his first studies at Erfurt, had come to Wittenberg about 
1512 as teacher at the “Studium” of the Order, though 
he soon left it to return to Erfurt, Johann Staupitz, the 
Superior of the Congregation, resigned in 1512 his Pro- 
fessorship of Holy Scripture at Wittenberg, being unable 
to attend to it sufficiently owing to his frequent absence, 
and made over the post to Luther, whom, as he says in his 
eulogistie speech to the Elector of Saxony, he had been 
at pains to form into a “very special Doctor of Holy 
Scripture.” 

The teaching in the University at that time was, of course, 
from the religious standpoint, Catholic. Its scholarship 
was, however, infected with the humanistic views of the 
Italian naturalism, and this new school had already stamped 
some of the professors with its freethinking spirit. 

The influence of Humanism on Luther's development 
must be admitted, though it is frequently overrated, the 
subsequent open alliance of the German Humanists with 
the new gospel being sct back, without due cause, to Luther’s 
carly days. As a student he had plunged into the study of 








+A proof of this may, ¢.g., befound in certain statements on marriage 
made by the jurist Christoph Sehourl, borrowed from. his professor 
Codro Ureeo of Bologna, and brought forward in a speech held at 
Wittenberg, November 16, 1508, A Latin dialogue which the Witten- 
berg professor Andreas Meinhardi published in 1508 also betrays the 
influence of those humanistic groups. J. Hanssleitnor (‘* Die Uni- 
versitiit Wittenberg vor dem Eintritt Luthers,” 1903, pp. 46 f., 84 ft.) 
attributes tho manner of expression and tho views of both’ to the 
ceclesinstician of the Middle Ages. Cp. on the other side N. Paulus 
in the “ Wissenschaftl. Beilago” to * Germanin,” 1904, No. 10. 
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the ancient classics which he loved, but there was a great 
difference between this and the being in complete intellectual 
communion with the later Humanists, whose aims were in 
many respects opposed to the Church’s. Thanks to the 
practical turn of his mind, the study of the classics, which 
he occasionally continued later, never engaged his attention 
or fascinated him to the extent it did certain Humanists of 
the Renaissance, who saw in the revival of classic Paganism. 
the salvation of mankind. As a young professor at the 
University he was not, however, able to escape entirely 
the influence of the liberalism of the age, with its one-sided. 
and ill-considered opposition to so many of the older 
elements of culture, an opposition which might easily 
prove as detrimental as a blind and biassed defence of the 
older order. 

It is not necessary to demonstrate here how dangerous 
a spirit of change and libertinism was being imported in 
the books of the Italian Humanists, or by the German 
students who had attended their lectures. 

With regard to Luther personally, we know that he not 
only ‘had some connection with Mutian, the leader of a 
movement which at that time was still chicfly literary, but 
also that Johann Lang at once forwarded to Mutian a 
Jeeture against the morals of the “ little Saints ” of his Order 
delivered by Luther at Gotha in 1515.1 Luther also excused 
himself in a very respectful letter to this leader of the 
Humanists for not, having called on him when passing 
through Gotha im 1516.7 Luther's most intimate friend, 
Lang, through whom he scems to have entered into a cer- 
tain exchange of ideas with Humanism, was an enthusiastic 
Humanist and posscssed of great literary connections, 
Lang, for his part, speaks highly to Mutian of the assistance 
rendered him in his studies by Luther.* There can therefore 
be no doubt that Luther was no stranger to the efforts of 
the Humanists, to their bold and incisive criticism of the 
traditional mcthods, to their new idealism and their spirit 
of independence. Many of the ideas which filled the air in 
those days had doubtless an attraction for and exerted 





' Kolde, “ Die deutsche Augustinorkongtegation,” p. 263; “ Brief 
wochsel,”” 1, p. 36, n. 5. 
© Lotter of May 20, 1916, “ Bri 
* Lang to Mutian, May 2, 1915, 
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an influence on the open-hearted, receptive disposition 
of the talented monk. 

Luther’s friendship with Spalatin, which dated from his 
Erfurt days, must also be taken into aceount in this regard. 
For Spalatin, who came as tutor and preacher in 1508 to 
the Court of the Elector of Saxony, was very closcly allied 
in spirit with the Humanists of Erfurt and Gotha. It was 
he who asked Luther for his opinion respeeting the famous. 
dispute of the Cologne Faculty with the Humanist Reuehlin, 
a quarrel which engaged the sympathy of scholars and men 
of education throughout the length and breadth of Germany. 
Luther, in his reply, which dates from January or Febru 
1514, had at that time no hesitation in emphatically taking 
the side of Reuchlin, who, he deelared, possessed his love 
and esteem. God, he says, would carry on Ilis work in 
spite of the determined opposition of one thousand times one 
thousand Cologne burghers, and he adds meaningly that 
there were much more important matters with the Church 
which needed reform ; they were “ straining at gnats and 
swallowing camels.”! The conservative attitude of the 
authorities at Cologne was at that time not at all to his taste. 
Not long after Luther writes very strongly to Spalatin, 
again in favour of Reuchlin, against Ortwin de Gracs of 
Cologne, and says among other things that he had hitherto 
thought the latter an ass, but that he must now call him a 
dog, a wolf and a crocodile, in spite of his wanting to play 
the lion,* expressions which are quite characteristic of 
Luther’s style. 

On the appearance of the “Letters of Obscure Men,” 
and a similar satirieal writing which followed them, and 
which also found its way into Luther's hands, the young 
Wittenberg professor, instead of taking the field against 
the evil tendency of these attacks of the Humanist party on 
the “bigots of Scholasticism and the cloister” as such 
diatribes deserved, and as he in his character of monk and 
theologian should have donc, sought to take a middle 
cotitse : he approved of the purpose of the attacks, but not 
of the satire itself, which mended nothing and contained too 
much inveetive. Both productions, he says, must have 
come out of the same pot ; they had as their author, if not 
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the same, at least a very similar comedian. It is now 
known that the real author of the Ictters which caused such 
anuproar washis former University friend, Crotus Rubcanus.* 

On what terms did Luther stand with respect to Erasmus, 
the leader of the Humanists, before their great and final 
estrangement ? As he speaks of Erasmus in a letter of 1517 
to Lang as “our Erasmus,” we may infer that until then 
he was, to a certain extent, favourably disposed towards 
him. Le rejoiced on reading his humanistic writings to 
find that “ he belaboured the monks and clergy so manfully 
and so learnedly and had torn the veil off their out-of-date 
rubbish.” ?_ Yct, on the same occasion, he confesses that his 
liking for Erasmus is becoming weaker. It was not the 
attitude of Erasmus to the Church in general which cycn 
then separated Luther from him, but his new teaching on 
Grace, the origin of which will be treated of later, It is 
true Luther conycyed to him through Spalatin his good 
wishes for his renown and progress, but in the same message 
he admonished him not to follow the example of nearly 
every commentator in interpreting certain passages where 
Paul condemns “righteousness by works” as referring 
only to the Mosaic ceremonial law, and not rather to all the 
works of the Dccalogue. If such arc performed “ outside 
the Faith in Christ,” then though they should make of a 
man a Fabricius, a Regulus, or a paragon of perfection, yet 
they have as little in common with righteousness as black- 
berries have with figs”; it is not the works which justify 
a man, but rather our rightcousness which sanctifics the 
works. Abel was more pleasing to God than his works.* 
The exclusive sense in which Luther interprets these words, 
according to which he docs not even admit that works of 
righteousness are of any value for the increase of righteous- 
ness, is a consequence of his new standpoint, to which he is 
anxious to convert Erasmus and all the Humanists. 

He had the Humanists in his mind when he wrote as 
follows to Johann Lang: “The times are perilous, and a man 
may be a great Greek, or Hebrew [scholar] without being: 
a wisc Christian, . . . He who makes concessions to human 





+ To Johann Lang, Octubor 5, 1515, and to Spaiatin about the 
same time, " Briefwechsel,”” 1, pp. 9, 62. 

* Letter of March 1, 1517, "" Briefweehsel,” 1, p. 88 

+ To Spalatin, October 19, 1516, ** Briefwoehsol,” 1, p. 64. 
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free-will judges differently from him who knows nothing 
save Grace alone.”! But this is to forestall a development 
of his error, which will be described later, At the time that 
his new doctrine originated he was far more in sympathy 
with the theories of certain groups of late medieval mystics 
than with the views of the Humanists, because, as will 
appear later, he found in them the expression of that 
annihilation of the human by means of Grace, of which the 
idea was floating before his mind, and because he also 
discovered in them an “inwardness ” which agree@ with 
his own feelings at that time. 

From Erasmus and his compecrs he undoubtedly borrowed, 
in addition to a spirit of justifiable criticism, an exagycrated 
sentiment of independence towards ceclesjastieal antiquity. 
The contact with their humanistic views assuredly strength- 
ened in him the modern tendency to individualism. Not 
Jong after a change in the nature of his friendship necessarily 
took place. His antagonism to Erasmus in the matter of 
his doctrine of Grace led to a bitter dispute between the 
two, to which Luther's contribution was his work on “ The 
Servitude of the Will” (De servo arbitrio); at the same time 
his alliance with the Humanists remained of value to him 
in the subversive movement which he had inaugurated. 

Mighty indeed were the forces, heralds of a spiritual 
upheaval, which, since the fifteenth century, had streamed 
through the Western world in closer or more distant con- 
nection with the great revival of the study of classical 
antiquity. They proclaimed the advent of a new cycle in 
the history of mankind. This excited world could not fail 
‘to impart its impulse to the youthful Luther. 

The recently discovered art of printing had, as it were 
at one blow, created a world-wide community of intellectual 
productions and literary ideas such as the Middle Ages 
had never dreamed of. The nations were drawn closer 
together at that period by the interchange of the most varied 
and far-reaching discoverics. The spirit of worldly enter- 
prise awoke as from a long slumber as a result of the astonish- 
ing discovery of great and wealthy countries overseas. 

With the greater facilities for intellcctual intercourse and 
the inerease of means of study, criticism set to work on all 
branches of earning with greater results than ever before. 

* Letter of March 1, 1517, “ Briofwochsel,”" 1, p. 8. 
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The greater States now did what they had been willing but 
unable to do before ; they freed themselves more and more 
from the former tutelage of the Church ; they aimed at 
securing freedom and shaking off that priestly influence 
to which, in part at least, they owed their stability and their 
growth ; nor was this movement confined to the greater 
States, for, in Germany, at any rate, the wealthy cities, the 
great landed proprietors and princes were all alike intent 
on ridding themselves of the oppression under which they 
had hitherto laboured snd on securing for themsclyes an 
increase of power. In brief, everywhere the old restraints 
were breaking down, everywhere a forward movement of 
individualism was in progress at the expense of the common 
weal and the traditional order of the Middle Ages; but, 
above all, at the expense of the Church’s religious authority, 
which, alone till then, had kept individualism in check 
to the profit of humanity, 

It would indeed have been well had at least the Catholic 
Church at that critical petiod been free from weakness and 
abuse, Her Divine power of blessing the nations, it is true, 
still survived, her preaching of the truth, her treasure of 
the Sacraments, in short, her soul, was unchanged ; but, 
because she was suffering from many lamentable imper- 
fections, the disruptive forees were able to come into play 
with fatal results. The complaints of eloquent men full of 
zeal for souls, both at that time and during the preeeding 
decades, particularly {in Germany,Qover the decline of 
religious life among the Faithful and the corruption in the 
clergy, were only too well founded, and deserved to have 
met. with a much more effectual reception than they did. 
What the monk of Wittenberg, with unbridled passion and 
glaring exaggcration, was about to thunder forth over the 
world in his mighty call for reform, had already for the most 
part been urged by others, yea, by great Saints of the Church 
who attacked the abuses with the high-minded zcal of ripe 
experience, Striet, camnest and experienced men had set to 
work on a Catholic reform in many parts of the Church, 
not exeepting Germany, in the only profitable way, viz. 
not by doctrinal innovation, but by raising the standard 
of morality among both people and clergy. But progress 
was slow, very slow, for reasons which cannot be dealt with 
here. The life-work'of the pious founder of his own Con- 
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gregation might well have served Luther as an admirable 
example of moral regeneration and efficiency ; for the aim 
of Andreas Proles was, as a Protestant writer remarks: 
“A strong and mighty Reformation”; he lived in hopes 
that God would shortly raise up a hero capable of bringing 
it about with strength and determination, though the 
Reformation he had in his mind, as our historian allows, 
could only have been a Reformation in the Catholic sense.! 
Another attractive example of reforming zeal was also given: 
under Luther's very eyes by the Windcshcim Congregation 
of the Brethren of the Common Life, with whom he had 
heen in friendly intercourse from his boyish days. 

‘The disorders in Germany had an all too powerful strong- 
hold in the higher ranks of ceclesiastical authority. Not 
until after the Council of Trent did it become apparent 
how much the breaking down of this bulwark of corruption 
would cost. The bishops were for the most. part incapable 
or worldly. Abbots, provosts, wealthy eanons and digni- 
tarics vied with and even execlled the episcopate in their 
neglect of the duties of their clerical state. In the filling 
of Church offices worldly influence was paramount, and in 
its wake followed forced nominations, selfishness, incom- 
petence and a gencral retrograde movement ; the moral 
disorders among the clergy and the people accumulated 
under lazy and incompetent superiors. The system of 
indulgences, pilgrimages, sodalities and numerous practices 
connected with the veneration of the Saints, as well as many 
ather details of worship, showed lamentable excesses. 

Of the above-mentioned evils within the German Church, 
two will be examined more closely :_ the interference of the 
Government and the worldly-minded nobility in Church 
matters, and the evil ways of the higher and lower grades 
of the clergy. 

Not merely were the clerical dues frequently seized by 
the princes and lesser authorities, but positions in the 
Cathedral chapters and cpiseopal sces were, in many cases, 
handed over arbitrarily to members of the nobility or ruling 
houses, so that in many places the most important posts 
were held by men without a vocation and utterly unworthy 
of the office.‘ When the ceclesiastical storm broke out at 


* Kelle, “Dio dontacho Auguatinerkongresntion,” p, 163} ep. 
p- 96 ff. and Keldo, "Martin Luther,” 1, pp 47, 50, 59 f 
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the end of the second decade of the sixtcenth century the 
following archbishoprics and bishoprics were filled by the 
sons of princes: Bremen, Freising, Halberstadt, Hildesheim, 
Magdeburg, Mayence, Merseburg, Metz, Minden, Minster, 
Naumburg, Osnabriick, Paderborn, Passau, Ratisbon, Spires, 
Verden and Verdu The bishops drawn from the 
princely houses were, as a rule, involved in worldly business 
or in Court intrigues, even where, as was the ease, for instance, 
with the powerful Archbishop of Mayence, Albrecht of 
Brandenburg, their carly education had not been entirely 
anti-ceclesiastical. 

‘Another evil was the uniting of several important bishop- 
rics in the hands of one individual. “ The Archbishop of 
Bremen was at the same time Bishop of Verden, the Bishop 
of Osnabriick also Bishop of Paderborn, the Archbishop 
of Maycnce also Archbishop of Magdeburg and Bishop of 
Talberstadt. Gcorge, Palsgrave of the Rhine and Duke of 
Bavaria, had already in his thirteenth year been made 
Cathedral Provost of Mayenee and afterwards became 
a Canon of Cologne and Treves, Provost of St. Donatian’s 
at Bruges, patron of the livings of Hochheim and Lorch on 
the Rhine and finally, in 1513, Bishop of Spires. By special 
privilege of Pope Leo X, granted June 22,1513, he, an other- 
wise carnest and pious man, was permitted to hold all these 
bencfices in addition to his bishopric of Spires.”* A con- 
temporary, reviewing the condition of the worldly-minded 
bishops, complains “that the higher clergy are chiefly to 
blame for the careless way in which the cure of souls is 
exercised. They place unsuitable shepherds over the people, 
while they themselves draw the tithes, Many seck to unite 
in their grasp the greatest possible number of livings without 
fulfilling the dutics thcy entail and waste the revenues of 
the Church in luxury, on servants, pages, dogs and horses, 
One secks to outvie the other in ostentation and luxury,” 
One of the most important cxplanations of the fact, that, 
at the very outsct of the religious innovation, the falling 
away from the Church took place with such astonishing 
celcrity, is to be found in the corruption and apathy of the 
episcopate.‘ 

} Jansson-Pastor, "Gesch. des deutschen Volkes,” 1's, 
glishy translation, “Hist. of the German People,” ii 
o Pastor, I trann.), vole 


* Dic "Ibid, p. 703. 
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Bertold Pirstinger, Bishop of Chiemsee and author of 
the lament “ Onus ecclesie,” wrote sadly in 1519 ; “ Where 
docs the choice fall upon a good, eapable and learned bishop, 
where on one who is not inexperienced, scnsual and ignorant 
of spiritual things ? I know of some bishops who 
prefer to wear a sword and armour rather than their clerical 
garb. It has come to this, that the episcopate is now given 
up to worldly possessions, sordid cares, stormy wars, 
worldly sovercignty. «.. Thc prescribed provincial and 
diocesan synods are not held. Hence many Chureh matters 
which ought to be reformed are neglected. Besides this, 
the bishops do not visit their parishes at fixed times, and 
yet they exact from them heavy taxes. Thus the lives of 
the clergy and laity have sunk toa low level and the churches 
are unadorned and falling to pieces.” The zealous bishop 
closes his gloomy description, in which perhaps he is too 
inclined to generalise, with a touching prayer to God for 
a truc reformation from within: ‘Therefore grant that 
the Church may be reformed, which has been redeemed by 
Thy Blood and is now, through our fault, near to destruc- 
tion.” He considers, however, that a reform of the Church 
undertaken from within and preserving her faith and in- 
stitutions is what is needed. ‘The deterioration was in his 
eyes, and in those of the best men of the day, undoubtedly 
very great, but not irreparable. 

A glance at the work of many excellent men, such as 
Trithemius, Wimpfeling, Geiler of Kaysersberg and others, 
may serve as a warning against an excessive generalisation 
with regard to the deterioration in the ranks of the higher 
and lower clergy. Weaknesses, disorders and morbid 
growths are far more apparent to the eyes of contemporaries 
than goodness, which usually fails to attract attention. 
Even Johann Nider, the Dominican, who, as a rule, is un- 
sparing in lashing the weaknesses of the clergy of his day, 
is compelled to speak a word of warning: “Take heed 
never to pass a universal judgment when speaking only of 
many, otherwise you will never, or hardly ever, escape 
passing an unjust one.” 

‘That there was, howcyer, the most pressing necd of a 
reform in the lives of both higher and lower elergy is proved 
by a glance at the state of the pricsthood. The position 


+ Jansson-Pastor, iid, p. 701. 2 Ih 
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of the lower clergy, in comparison with that of their betters 
“who rolled in riches and luxury,”” was one not in keeping 
with the dignity of their state. "Apart from the often very 
precarious tithes and stole-fecs they had no stipend, so that 
their poverty, and sometimes also their avarice, obliged 
them to turn to other means of livelihood, which . . . 
necessarily exposed them to the contempt of the people. 
There can be no doubt that ‘a very large portion of the 
lower clergy had fallen so far from the ideal of their calling, 
that one may spcak of the priestly proletariat of that 
day, using the word in both its ordinary and its literal 
sense.’ This clerical proletariat was ready to join any 
Movement which promiscd to promote its own low 
aims.” 

The number of clergy, largely owing to the excessive 
multiplication of small foundations without any eure of 
souls, had inercased to such an cxtent that among so many 
there must necessarily have been a very large number who 
had no real vocation, while their lack of employment must 
have spelt a real danger to their morals. Attached to two 
churches at Breslau at the end of the fifteenth century 
‘were 236 clerics, all of them mere Mass-priests, i.c. ordained 
simply to say Mass in the chantry chapels founded with 
very small endowments. Besides the daily celebration, 
these Mass-pricsts had as their only obligation the recital 
of the Breviary. In the Cathedral at Meissen there were, 
in 1480, besides 14 canons, 14 Mass-pricsts and 60 curatcs. 
In Strasburg the Cathedral foundation comprised 86 canon- 
tics, that of St. Thomas 20, Old St. Peter’s 17, New St. 
Peter's 15 and All Saints’ 12. In addition to these were 
also numerous deputies who were prepared to officiate at 
High Mass in place of the actual beneficiarics. Of such 
deputics there were no fewer than 68 attached to the Cathe= 
dral, where there were also 38 chaplaincies. In Cologne 
Johann Agricola gives the number of “ priests and monks ” 
(though he adds “so it is said”) as 5000; on another 
occasion he estimates the number of monks and nuns only, 
at 5000. What is certain is that the “German Rome” 
‘on the Rhine numbered at that time 11 collegiate foun- 








3 Janssen-Pastor, ii 
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dations, 19 parish churches, over 100 chapels, 22 monasterics, 
12 hospitals and 76 religious houses. 

The above-mentioned Bishop of Chiemsee attributes the 
corruption of the priesthood principally to the misuse by 
and laity of their right of patronage’ both in nomina- 
tions and by arbitrary interference, Gciler of Kaysersberg 
is of the same opinion ; he attributes to the Inity, more 
particularly to the patrons among the nobility, the sad 
hes. Unedueated, bad, immoral men 
not the good and. virtuous.* 
Cardinal Nicholas of Cusa, who did so much service to 
Germany, hed declared quite openly the cause of the 
deformation of the clerical system to be the admission to 
Holy Orders of unworthy candidates, the concubinage of 
the clergy, plurality of bencfices, and simony. Towards the 
end of the fifteenth century the complaints inercased, 
more especially with regard to the immorality of the clergy. 
“The numerous regulations of bishops and synods Icave 
no doubt about the fact that a large portion of the German 
clergy transgressed the law of cclibacy in the most flagrant 
manner.”3 A statement which was presented to the Dukes 
of Bavaria in 1477 declared that in the opinion of many 
friends and advocates of a healthy reform, an improvement 
in the morals of the clergy, where the real cause of all the 
Church's evils lay, must be taken in hand. It is true there 
were districts where a blameless and praiseworthy clergy 
worked, as, for example, the Rhine-Lands, Sehleswig- 
Holstein and the Algiu. On the other hand, in Saxon 
Luther’s home, and in Franconia and Bavaria great di: 
orders were reported in this respect. The “De ruéna 
ecclesia,” an carlicr work, attributed to Nicholas of 
Clémanges, tells us of bishops in the commencement of 
the fifteenth century who, in consideration of a moncy pay- 
ment, permitted eoncubinage to their clergy, and Tlefele’s 
““Tlistory of the Councils’? gives numerous synodical 
deerees of that date forbidding the bishops to accept 




























i., ch. xiv. 6) what 
we say regarding the clergy end monasteries at Erfurt, 

id, p 712. 
i... 709. On the Synods, seo Hefele-Hergenrother, * 
ailiengesch.,"” vol. viii, Cp. Janssen: 
H. Grisar, 









en im Jahrhun- 
, 1880, pp. 605-40), 


Google EAGT EOE OLIF 


CLERGY VERSUS LAITY 51 


money or presents in return for permitting or conniving at 
concubinage. 

Along with concubinage many of the higher clergy dis- 
played a luxury and a spirit of haughty pride which repelled 
the people, especially the more independent burghers. 
Members of the less fortunate clergy gave themselves up 
to striving after gain by pressing for their tithes and fees 
and rents, a tendeney which was cneouraged both in high 
and low by the excessive demands made by Reme. Worth- 
less so-called courtisans, i.c. clerks furnished with briefs 
from the Papal Court (corte), seized upon the best benefices 
and gave an infectious example of greed, whilé at the samc 
time their action helped to add fucl to the prejudice and 
hatred already existing for the Curi 

Tnnumerable were the causes of friction in the domain of 
worldly interests which gave rise to strife and enmity 
between laity and clergy. Laymen saw with displeasure 
how the most influential and laborious posts were filled, 
not by the beneficiaries themsclvcs, but by incapable 
representatives, while the actual incumbents resided clse- 
where in cornfortable case and Icisure at the expense of the 
old foundations endowed by the laity. On the other hand, 
the churches and monasteries complained of the rights 
appropriated or misused by the princes and nobility, an 
abusc which often Iced to the monastcrics scrving as 
homes for worn-out officials, or to the vexatious seizure 
and retention of the estates of deceased priests or abbots. 
It is clear that such a self-secking policy on the part of the 
powerful naturally resulted in the mest serious evils and 
abuses in Church matters, quite apart from the bad feeling 
thus aroused between the clerical and lay slenents of the 
State. 

The richer monasteries in particular hed to submit to 
becoming the preserves of the nobles, who made it their 
practice to provide in this way for the younger scions of 





+ Nicolas de Clemangiis, “De ruina ecclesia,” 0. 22, in’ Herm, 
yon der Hardt, “ Magnum’ aoumenicum Constantiense Concilium,” 
Helmestad., 1700, 1, 3 eol., 23 47.; Hofelo, as abave, 7, pp. 385, 416, 
422, 694; 8, p. 97. Toh. do Segovia, “Hist, syn, Basil.”, Vindob., 
1873, 2, p. 774: “Quia in quibuadam regionthus’ nonnulli durindic 
tionem ‘ecclestasticam habentes pecuniarion guestua a cone 

“ipere non erabeacunl, palicndo eos in tali faditate sondeserre 

1 Cp. on the “*courtisans,”’ Janssen-Pastor, ibid., pp. 115-18. 
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their family, end for that reason sought to prevent members 
of the middle classes being admitted to profession. The 
efforts to reform lax monasterics, which are often met with 
about the close of the Middle Ages, were frequently stifled 
by these and similar worldly influences. 

In the disintegration of ecclesiastical order, the power and 
influence of the rulers of the land with regard to Church 
matters was, as might be expected, constantly on the 
increase. 

Many German princes, influenced by the ideas with re- 
gard to the dignity of the State which came into such vogue 
in the fifteenth century, and dissatisfied with the concessions 
already made to them by the Church, arrogated still further 
privileges, for example, the taxation of Church lands, the 
restriction of ecclesiastical jurisdiction, the so-called Govern- 
ment Placet and an oppressive right of visiting and super- 
vising the parishes within their territories, There had 
thus grawn up in many districts a system of secular inter- 
ference in Church matters long before the religious apostasy 
of the sixteenth century resulted in the total submission 
of the Church to the Protestant princes of the land, The 
Catholic ruler recognised in principle the doctrincs and 
rights of the Church. What, however, was to happen if 
rulers, equipped with such twofold authority, altered their 
attitude to the Church on the outbreak of the schism? 
Their fidelity was in many cases already put to a severe 
test by the disorders of the clergy, which were doing harm 
to their country and which Rome madc no attempt to 
suppress, The ecclesiastico-political complaints of the 
princes (the famous Gravamina) against Rome are proofs 
of their annoyance ; for these charges, as Dr. Eck pointed 
out, were for the most part well founded; Eck's opinion 
was shared by other authorities, such as Bertold von Henne- 
berg, Wimpfeling, Duke George of Saxony, and Aleander 
the Papal Nuncio, who all express themselves in the same 
manner regarding the financial grievances against Rome,- 
which were felt in Germany throughout all ranks and classes 
down to the meanest individual.* 

“On account of these and other causes the irritation and 
opposition to the Holy See had, on the eve of the great 
German schism, reached boiling point; this vexation is 

* Cp, Janssen-Pastor, ibid, ps 743. 
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explained, as the ‘Gravamina nationis Germanic’ clearly 
prove, by the disorders of the Curia, and still more by 
its unceasing demands.” “That the smouldering dis- 
content broke into open flame was the doing of those 
scoffers without faith or conscience, such as the Humanists, 
who persisted in pouring on the fire the oil of their sophis- 
tries.”1_ The Catholic historian from whom these words 
are borrowed rightly draws attention to the “ mistaken 
policy ” entered on by Luther's followers when they attacked 
the hierarchical order on account of the disorders rampant 
in the life and administration of the Church. The success 
of their “mistaken policy ” was a “ speaking proof of the 
coarseness, blindness and passion of the German people at 
that time,” but in its practical results their policy helped to 
bring about an ever-to-be-regretted alteration and to open 
@ yawning chasm which still cxists to-day, “That the 
vexation was not altogether without cause no honest historian 
can deny, whatever his enthusiasm for the Catholic Church,” 
for “the action of Churchmen, whether belonging to the 
hicrarchy or to the regular or secular clergy, cannot be 
misunderstood. Throughout the whole of Christendom, 
and particularly in Germany, the general state of things 
was deplorable, . . . Even though the evils of the waning 
Middle Ages may have been, and still continue to be, 
grossly exaggerated by Protestants, and though in the 
fifteenth century we sce many cheering examples and some 
partially successful attempts at reform, yct there still 
remains enough foulness to account psychologically for the 
falling away.”? 

And yet the disorders in matters ecclesiastical in Germany 
would not have entailed the sad consequences they did had 
they not been accompanied by a great number of social 





1 Jos. Schmidlin, “Das Luthertum als historische Erscheinung” 
(“"Wissonschaftl Beilogo” to '' Gormania,” 1909, Nos. 13-16}, p. 99 f 
Gp. Albert Weise, “Luther und Lutherium " (in Denifle's 2nd vol.), 
. 84 
Pi’ Schmidlia, aa above, Also Albert Weiss, an above, p. 108, allows 
“The conditions of things at the commenesmentof thesixteenth century 
were such that their continuance was clearly impossible, and it was 
esay to predict a catastrophe... . The abuses were great and had 
ocome in some cases intolerable, so that we can understand how 
many lost courage, patience and confidence. . . . It is true that 
everything waa not corrupt, but the good there was was too fooble to 
struggle with success against the evil.” Nevertheless, in the genesis 
Of the movement whicl! led to the falling away from the Church, in 


Google WN 


54 LUTHER THE MONK 


evils, especially the intense discontent of the lower classes 
with their position and a hostile jealousy of the laity against 
the privileges and possessions of the clergy. Savage out- 
breaks of rebellion against the old traditional order of things 
were of frequent occurrence. In many localities the peasants 
were in arms against their princes and masters for the 
improvement of their conditions; the knights and the 
nobility, to say nothing of the citics, gave themselves up to 
the spirit of aggrandisement referred to above. It was just 
this spirit of unrest and discontent of which the coming 
mighty movement of intellectual and religious reform was 
to avail itself. 

It we look more closely at Italy and Rome we find that 
in Italy, which comprised within its limits the seat of the 
supreme authority in the Church and of which the influence 
on civilisation everywhere was so important, complete 
religious indifference had taken root among many of the 
most highly cultured. The Renaissance, the famed classic 
regeneration, had undergone a change for the worse, and, 
in the name of education, was promoting the most question 
able tendencies. After having been welcomed and en- 
couraged by the Papacy with over-great confidence it dis« 
appointed both the Popes and the Church with its poisonous 
fruits. 

At the time that the Holy See was lavishing princely 
gifts on art and learning, the pernicious system of Church 
taxation so often complained of by the nations was be- 
coming more and more firmly established. This taxation, 
which had started at the time of the residence of the Popes 
at Avignon in consequence of the real state of need in which 
the central government of the Church then stood, became 
more and more an oppressive burden, especially in Germany. 
It was exploited by Luther in one of his carlicst contro- 
yersial writings where, voicing the popular discontent in 
that spiteful language of which he was a master, he joined 
his protest to that of the German Estates of the realm. 














spite of the more fa. able wiew of the conditions which Weiss elso- 
where takes, the real abuses in the Church, even in his own account, 
play a prominent part, That Luthor's worl wae not  novossary in view 
of the moral corruption” {p. 6), and that it did not follow ae an in- 
ovitable result” of tho same (p. 37), but, on tho contrary, was mercly 
facilitated by circumstances, will bo granted him by all who reviow 
the period with an unprejudiced mind, 
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Combining trath and fancy, the administration of the Papal 
finances became in his hands a popular and terribly effeetive 
weapon. It has frequently been pointed out how much. 
the authority of the Holy See suffered in the preceding 
age, not only on account of the Western Schism when three 
rival claimants simultancously strove for the tiara, but 
also through the so-called reforming councils and their 
opposition to the constitution of the Church, through the 
political mistakes of the Popes since they established their 
headquarters in France, through the struggle they waged 
to assert their power in Italy, that apple of discord of rising 
nations, and also, in the case of the Avignon Popes, through 
their lack, or, at any rate, suspeeted lack, of independence. 
To this we must add the shocking behaviour of the Curial 
officials and of several of the cardinals in the Eternal City, 
especially at the turn of the fifteenth and sixteenth cen- 
turies, also the disgraceful example of Alexander VI and the 
Borgia family, the bearing of his successor Julius II, more 
befitting a soldier than an ccclesiastic, and the very worldly 
spirit of Leo X and his Court. Ostentation and the abuse 
of worldly possessions and Church revenues which Alvarez 
Pelayo, the Spanish Franciscan, had already bewailed in 
his “ De planctu ecclesie ” had risen to still greater heights 
at Rome. The work of this severe critic, who, in spite of 
his fault-finding, was nevertheless well disposed to the Curia, 
was in general circulation just previous to Luther’s appear- 
ance on the field ; it was several times reprinted, for in- 
stance, at Ulm in 1474, and again at Lyons in 1517, with a 
dedication to the later Pope Hadrian VI. It is there we 
find the indignant asscrtion, that those who bear the dignity 
of the primacy are God's worst persecutors.! In the work 
“De squaloribus Romana curie” various well-founded 
complaints were adduccd, together with much that was 
incorrect and exaggerated. The book ‘* De ruina ecclesie” 
(see above, p. 50) containcd accusations against the Popes 
and the government of the Church couched in rude and 
violent language, and these too gaincd new and stronger 
signifitance at the end of the fifteenth and commencement 
of the sixteenth century. We actually read therein that 


! Lib. 1, ¢, 67, ed. Venet., 1560, fol. 90°, col. 1: ‘Hew, Domine 
Deun, quia tpei aint in tua persceutione primi, qui videntur in ecclenia 
tua primatum diligere ot regere prineipatum.”” 


Google WN 


56 LUTHER THE MONK 


the number of the righteous in the Church is diminutive 
compared with that of the wicked.? 

There is no doubt that the state of things, so far as it was 
known from the above-mentioned books, or from observa- 
tion or rumour, was busily and impatiently discussed in the 
company frequented by Luther at the University of Witten- 
berg. What Luther had himself scen at Rome must have 
still further contributed to inercasc the bitterness among 
his friends. 

When the Monk of Wittenberg openly commenced his 
attacks on the Papacy, it beeame apparent how far the 
disorders just alluded to had prepared the way for his plans. 
Tt was clear that all the currents adverse to the Papacy were, 
so to speak, waiting for the coming of one man, who should 
unchain them with his powcrful hand. Amongst those who 
hitherto had been faithful adherents of the Church, Luther 
found combustible material—social, moral and political— 
heaped up so high that a stunning result was not surprising. 
Had there arisen a saint like St. Bernard, on whose words 
the world of the Middle Ages had hung, with the Divine gift 
of teaching and writing as the times demanded, who ean say 
what course events would have taken? But Luther arrived 
on the scene with his terrible, mighty voice, pressed all 
the clements of the storm inte his scrvicc, and, launching 
a defiance of which the world had never before heard 
the like, succeeded in winning an immense success for the 
standard he had raised.* 





* Cap. 39 ag. in Herm, von der Hardt, “ Mfoynum acum. Conatant. 
Goncit.," 1, 3, col. 41 aq. 

* The éuthor has thought it necessary to keep within limita in 
treating of the stato of thoso times in order nat to be led too far from 
Luther's own personality. In the course of tho work, the circum- 
stances of the time and the prevailing social conditions, so far aa thoy 
had a determining influence on Luther, will be considered in their 
‘own place, Such ascparate treatment may, at the samo time, acquaint 
‘one better with the facts than if a long and exhaustive review of the 
public conditions were to be given here. With regard to the history 
of the preliminaries of tho schism there already oxist many works 
dealing cither generally with those times or with various subjects 
and distriets ; these works, however, vary much in merit. While 
mentioning theso wo would merely in passing utter a warming against 
generalisations and a priori constructions ; especially must wo be on 
our guard against either looking at things in so dark a light as to make 
Luther's intervention appear absolutely necessary, or judging too 
favourably of the conditions provious to the religious struggle, Ia 
the latter case we come into collision on the one hand with numerous 
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Luther from the very outset of his earcer was too liberal 
in his blame of the customs and conditions in the Church 
which happened to mect with his disapproval. 

Scareely had he finished his course of studies as a learner 
than he already began to wax cloquent against various 
abuses. In his characteristic love of exaggeration of 
language he did not fcar to usc the sharpest cpithets, nor to 
majnify the evil, whcther in his academie lectures ot in the 
pulpit, or in his letters and writings. He wrote, for instance, 
to Spalatin in 1916 to dissuade the Elector of Saxony, 
Frederick the Wise, from promoting Staupitz toa bishopri 
he who becomes a bishop in these days falls into the most 
evil of company, all the wickedness of Greece, Rome and 
Sodom were to be found in the bishops ; Spalatin should 
compare the carryings-on of the present bishops with those 
of the bishops of Christian antiquity ; now a pastor of souls 
was considered quite exemplary if he merely pursued his 
worldly business and built up for himself with his riches an 
insatiable hell. 

In his first lectures at Wittenberg he complains that 
“neither monasterics nor colleges, nor Cathedral churehes 
will in any sort accept discipline.” ? The clergy, he says, in 
another place, generalising after thc fashion common among 








data which reveal with absolute certainty the exiatenco of great cor: 
ruption in tho Chureh, and, on the other hand, we loso sight of the couses 
which alone offer & satisfactory historical ‘explanation of the great 
spread of tho schism. Luther hunsclf—and it was this which decided 
us to abbroviate our survey—before the public dispute commenced, 
was far from possessing, in his quict cloister, so clear a viow of the condi- 
tions of the time as o learned historian is now able to obtain. Tho great 
world of Germany and Europe did not. as we know. reveal itself 0 
clearly to the Monk ond Professor as the little world of Wittenberg. 
and his few months of travel did not make him a judge of the world 
and of mon. Tho dark and bright olomenta of ecclesiastical and 
opular life were xen by him only superficially and partially. In 

laying more stress on some traits than on others, he allowed himself 
to be influenced loss by any wrighing of actual facts than by his ardent 
foclings. Certain features of the times appear to have remained quite 
stranze to him, snotwitlste fact that in more recent de 
scriptions of tho infuonecs at work in him, they are made to play a 
great part: so, for instance, Gallicanism ‘with its anti-mon 
conception of the Ch ‘or the philosophy 
With respect to Nomiinslisrn, moro purticulatly in ita Occamistic form, 
‘and to mysticism, tho case is absolutely difterent. ‘This will, however, 
be discussiod below (chaps, iv,-v. 
* On June 8, 1616, ~ Briefwechsel 
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preachers, should be the eyes of the Church, but to-day they 
do not direct the body, ic. the Faithful, for they are 
blinded ; they are the soul, but they do not give life, but 
rather kill by their deadly cxample; about nothing do 
they trouble less than about souls,t In similar language 
he, in these lectures, represents the bishops and priests as 
simply “ full of the most abominable unchastity ’; accord- 
ing to him, they bring to the pulpit nothing but “ their views 
and fables, nothing but masquerading and buffoonery,” 
so that the Church can do nothing but ery aloud over the 
miscry in which it is sunk. “The strength of her youth has 
forsaken her,”? 

One of the carliest portions of Luthcr’s correspondence 
which has been preserved and which takes us back to his little 
world at Wittenberg, throws a clearer light on his character 
at that time, It deals with an unpleasant dispute with his 
brother monks at Erfurt, which he became involved in 
owing to his having taken his doctorate at Wittenberg 
instead of at Erfurt. The Erfurt monastery reproached him 
with  scrious infringement of the rulcs and disrespect for 
the Theological Faculty there; he had, they said, entered 
the teaching Corporation of Erfurt in virtue of the oath 
which he had taken in the customary manner on his appoint- 
ment as Scntentiarius, and was therefore under strict 
obligation to take his degree of Doctor in this Faculty and 
not elsewhere. Other unknown charges were also made 
against him, but were speedily withdrawn, It is highly 
probable that the tension between Observantines and 
Conyentuals inercased the misunderstanding. 








Nathin, the Erfurt Augustinian, firet wrote a rather tactless 
lettor to Luther about it all, as it would appear in the name of 
tho council of the monastery. Luther waa extremely angry and 
allowed his excitornent free play. He first expresses his surprise 
in two letters to the Prior and tho council, and was about to 
despatch a third when he learnt that the accusations against him, 
with tho exception of that regarding his doctorate, had been with- 
drawn. While Nathin’s letter and also the two passionate 
replies of the young Doctor have been lost, two other letters of 
the latter regarding the matter exist, and aro professedly letters 
of excuse. ‘The first is in reality nothing of the kind, but rather 
the opposite, In this letter, dated June 16, 1514, and addressed 
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to tho Prior and the council, Luther to begin with complains 
vehemently of the evil reports against his person which, accord- 
ing to his information, some of those he was addressing at Erfurt 
had circulated previously. Nathin’s letter had, however, keon 
the last straw. “‘ This letter,'’ he says, which was written in the 
nome of all, angered him so much with ite lies and ite provoking, 
poisonous scorn, that “I had almost poured out the vials of my 
wrath and indignation on his head and the whole monastery, as 
Master Paltz.did.” ‘They had probably roceived the two ‘* amazed 
replies”; as however the other charges had been withdrawn, he 
would hold the majority of those he was addressing as excuse: 
they must now, on their part, forget any hurt they had felt at hi 
previous replies ; “Lay allthat Ihavedono,” these are his words, 
“to the account of the furious epistle of Master Nathin, for my 
anger was only too well justified. Now, however, I hear still 
worse things of this man, viz. that he accuses me everywhere of 
being @ dishonourable perjurer on account of the oath to the 
Faculty which 1 om supposed to have taken and not kopt.” ‘Ho 
goes on to explein that he hed been guilty of no such crime, 
for the Biblical lectures at the commencement of which he was 
supposed to have taken the oath, and at which, it is true, in 
accordance with the customs of the University, such an oath was 
generally takon, had not been begun by him st Erfurt ; at his 
opening locture on the Sentences in that town he had, ao fr as ho 
remembers, taken no oath, nor could he recall having ever taken 
any oath in the Faculty at Erfurt. Ho closes with an expression 
of respect snd gratitude to the Erfurt Faculty. ‘Though he was 
the injured party, he was calm and contented and joyful, for he 
had deserved’ much worse of God: they too should lay their 
bitterness aside, “as God has clearly willed my departure (ex 

io) from Erfurt, and we must not withstand God.”* This 
letter and Luther's previous steps cannot be regarded aa giving 
proof of a harmoniously attuned disposition. He may have been 
in tho right in tho matter of the oath, a question of which it ia 
diffioult to judge. It was not, howover, very surprising that the 
Erfurt monks took steps to force Luther to make more satisfactory 
amends to the Faculty than the strange letter of excuso given 
above. It is plain that under prossuro of some higher authority 
invoked by them, a second letter, this time of more correct 
charactor, was despatched by the Wittonborg Doctor. In judging 
of this academic dispute, we must bear in mind the store that 
was set in thoso days on University traditions, 

The second letter in question, dated Decomber 21, 1514, is 
addressed to the ''excellont Fathers and Gentlemen, the Dean 
and other Doctors of tha Theological Faculty of Studica at 
Erfurt” and in the vory first words shows itsolf to be a humble 
apology and request for pardon. It contains further information 
regarding theaffair. Ho begs them at least not to deem him guilty 
of a fault committed knowingly and out of malice ; if he had done 
anything unseemly, at least it was unintentionally (“extra dolumn 
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et conscientiam"’) ; ho begs them to dispense and ratify, to supply 
what ix wanting and to remit, if not the penalty, at least the 
faule.t 


We Icarn nothing further about the dispute. The negoti 
tions did not lead to the renewal of the good relations with 
Erfurt, which had been interrupted by his brusque departure. 
The people of Erfurt were amongst the first to object to the 
new, so-called Augustinism and Paulinism of the Witten- 
berg Professor. 





1 © Bricfwechsel,”” 1, p. 23 ft. 
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CHAPTER II 


HARBINGERS OF CHANGE 
1, Sources, Old and New 


Tue history of Luther’s inward development during his 
first years at Wittenberg up to 1517, is, to a certain extent, 
rather obscure. The study of deep psychological processes 
must always be reckoned amongst the most complex of 
problems, and in our case the diffieulty is increased by the 
nature of Luther's own statements with regard to himself. 
These belong without exception to his later years, are 
uncertain and contradictory in character, and in nearly 
every instance represent views influenced by his contro- 
versies and such as he was wont to advocate in his old age. 
Thanks to more recent discoveries, however, we arc now 
possessed of works written by Luther in his youth which 
supply us with better information. By a proper usc of these, 
‘we are able to obtain a much clearer picture of his develop- 
ment than was formerly possible. 

Many false ideas which were once current have now been 
dispelled; more especially there can no longer be any 
question of the customary Protestant view, namely, that 
the Monk of Wittenberg was first led to his new doctrine 
through some unusual inward religious experience by which 
he attained the joyful assurance of salvation by faith alone, 
and not by means of the good works of Popery and monas- 
ticism. This so-called inner experience, which uscd to be 
placed in the forefront of his change of opinions, as a 
“Divine Experience,” as shown below, must disappear 
altogether from history.! Objection must equally be taken 

1 Wilhelm Braun ('* Dio Bedoutung der Concupiscenz in Lathers 
Leben ‘und Lehro,” Berlin, 1908) commences chapter ii, (‘Luther's 
Experience in the Monastery,” p. 19) as follows: ‘Tt is impomitle 
to speak in the strict sense of any religious experince which Luther 


had in the monastery. It was no catastrophe which, with elemental 
foree, brought: about the Reformer's change, Any dramatic clement 
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to some of the views with which Catholics have been wont 
to explain Luther's apostasy. The path Luther followed, 
though subject to numerous and varied influences, is now 
seen to be much less complicated than was hitherto supposed. 

Two results already brought to light by other authors 
are now confirmed. First, the process of his falling away 
from the Church's teaching was already accomplished in 
Luther's mind before he began the dispute about Indulgences 
with Tetzel ; secondly, a certain moral change, the outlines 
of which are clearly marked, went hand in hand with his 
theological views, indeed, if anything. preceded them ; the 
signs of such an cthical change are apparent in his growing 
indifference to good works, and to the aims and rules of 
conventual life, and in the quite extraordinary self- 
confidence he displayed, more especially when disputes 
arose. 

Charactcristic of the cthical side of his nature are the 
remarks and marginal annotations we have of his, which 
were published by Buchwald in 1808; these notes were 
written by Luther in many of the books he made use of in 
his carly days as theological lecturer at Erfurt (1500-10). 
These books are the oldest available sources for a correct 
estimation of his intellectual activity. ‘They were found in 
the Ratsschul-Library at Zwickau. Of special interest is 
a volume containing various writings of St. Augustine, and 
a copy of the Sentences of Peter Lombard, which is of 
great importance on account of the notes, The running 





in entirely wanting. Thero wna in hia cnse no Damascus, It is @ 
useless taisk to attempt, as has been done again and again, to deter- 
mino the year and the day on which the actual reforming flamo burnt. 
up in Luther's soul.” The author puts on one side Kostlin-Kawemu's 
long descriptions of the gradual ripening of the Reformer, his early 
comprehension of tho Pauline writings, due to his inward struggles, 
ete. He declares Luther's life “cannot be written 80 long as the 
beginnings of the Reformer and the growth of his toneta have not yet 
been mare clear. ‘That we are here still in the dark ia proved, with 
regard to Luther's paychology, by lis latest Biograph This 
Protestant theologian, who works mora independently than others. 
is i iow of tho multitude: of open qi di 
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commentary in Luther's carly handwriting shows his great 
industry, enables us to sce what especially impressed him, 
and betrays also his marvellous belicf in himsclf as well as 
his stormy, unbridled temper. 

Of Luther’s letters written previous to 1514 only five 
remain, and are of comparatively little historical interest. 
Of the year 1515 there is only one, of 1516 there are ninctcen, 
of 1517 already twenty-one, and they inerease in importance 
as well as in number. 

In 1513 he began, at Wittenberg University, his Com- 
mentary on the Psalms, which has been known since 1876, 
and continued those lectures up to 1515 or 1516, Following 
his lively and practical bent, he refers therein to the most 
varied questions of theology and the religious life, and 
occasionally even introduces contemporary matters, so that 
these lectures afford many opportunities by which to judge 
of his deyclopment and mede of thought, First the scholia, 
which till then had been known only in part, were edited in 
‘a. somewhat cumbersome form by Scidemann, then a better 
edition by Kawerau, containing both the scholia and the 
glosses, followed in 1885.1 In dividing this exegetical work 
into scholia and glosses, Luther was following the traditional 
method of the Middle Ages. The glosses are very short, as 
‘was customary; they were written by Luther between the 
Jines of the text itself or in the margin and explained the 
words and grammatical construction; on the sense they 
touch only in the most meagre fashion, On the other hand, 
the detailed scholia seck to unfold the meaning of the 
verses and often expand into free digressions. In addition 
to the glosscs and the scholia on the Psalms, Kawcrau’s 
edition also includes the preparatory notes, written by 
Luther in a copy of the first edition of the ' Psalterium 
quincuplex” of Faber Stapulensis (Paris, 1500), which, like 
the glosses and scholia, attest both the Icarning of their 
author and the peculiar tendency of hit mind. Luther used 
for his text the Latin Vulgate, making a very sparing use of 
his rudimentary Hebrew, The glosses and the scholia were, 








1 J, K, Seidemann, “Luthera ersto und ilteste Vorlesungen tibor 
dic Poalmen, 1613 bis 1514,” 2 volumes, Dresden, 1876, Cp. Hering in 
“Theol, Studien und Kritiken,” 5 Keworau's 
edition of Luther's works, W and iv,, also 
volume ix., pp. 116-21, He gives the title better, viz. “ Dictata ewper 
Peatterium.” 
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however, intended chiefly for the professor himself; to the 
students who attended his biblical lectures Luther was in 
the habit of giving a short dictation comprising a summary of 
what he had prepared, and then, with the assistance of his 
glosses and scholia, dilating more fully on the subject. 
Scholars’ notebooks containing such dictations given by 
Luther in carly days together with his fuller explanation 
are in existence, but have never been printed. 

After the Psalms, the lectures of our Wittenberg “ Doctor 
of the Bible” dealt with St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans. 
This work—of such supreme importance for the compre- 
hension of Luther's spiritual development—with its glosses 
and scholia complete, was published only in 1908 in Ficker’s 
edition. The lectures on the Book of Judges, edited in 
1884 by Buchwald and then again by Kawerau as a work of 
Luther supposed to have been delivered in 1516, are, 
according to Denifle, not Luther's at all; they are largely 
borrowed from St. Augustine, and, at the very most, are a 
redaction by another hand of the notes of one of Luther's 
pupils.? Transcripts of Luther's lectures on the Epistle to 
Titus, and Epistle to the Hebrews, delivered in 1516 and 
1517 respectively, are still lying unedited in the Vatican 
Library.’ Qn the other hand, his lectures on the Epistle to 
the Galatians (1516-17) were brought cut by himself in 
1519. 

Further light may be shed on them by the publication of 
a hitherto unedited student’s notebook, discovered at 
Cologne in 1877. 

‘To the years 1514-20 belongs a rich mine of information 
in the sermons preached by Luther in the monastery church 
of the Augustinians, or in the parish church of the town. 
They consist of more or less detailed notes, written in Latin, 








2 “ Anfiingo reformatorischer Bibelauslegung.” Ed. by Joh. Fieker, 
1 volume. “Luthers Vorlesung aber don Remerbricf, 1515-16," 
Leipzig, 1908. See below, chapter vi, 1. 

‘Kaworau’s edition in tho Weim. ed., volume iv. According to 
the editor Luther commenced the lectures in 1516 ; Kostlin, “Luthers 
‘Theologie,”* prefers the year 1517; in the 2nd ed. the year 1518. 
Denifie, “Luther und Luthertam,” 1, p. 47 ff; 1%p.x.£ Walther 
Kohler in “Dio Christl. Welt,” 1904, p. 203, says: “"Denifios scharfsin- 
nige Exorterung uber die angcblichen Vorlestingen zum Richterbuch 

|. denke ich. im wesentlichen Beifall finden. Es ist ihm hier die 
che Entdcckemg gelungen. dass gangn Stiteke angeblich Luther- 
schen Figontums wirtliche Entlehnangen ans Augustin sind.” 

2 See Ficker,  Lathers Varlesung tiber den Rémerbtief,” pe 29 fF, 
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on the Gospels and Epistles of the Sundays and Feast days ; 
some are the merest sketches, but all, as we may assume, 
were written down by himself for his own use, or to be handed 
to others.1 Chronologically, they are headed by three 
sermons for Christmas time, probably dating from 1515, 
The exact dating of these older sermons is sometimes rather 
difficult, and will have to be undertaken in the future, the 
Weimar edition of Luther's works having made no attempt 
at this, The sermons were all of them printed in 1720, with 
the exception of two printed only in 1886, A complete 
discourse held at a synodal mecting at Leitzkau, near Zerbst, 
and printed in 1708, stands apart, and probably belongs to 
1515, a year of the greatest consequence in Luther"s develop: 
ment. ‘To the same year belongs, without a doubt, the 
lecture delivered at a chapter of the Order, which may 
aptly be entitled : “ Against the little Saints.” (See below, 
P- 69.) 

The first of the works written and published by Luther 
himself was of a homilctie nature ; this was his Commentary 
on the Seven Penitential Psalms, published in 1517. To the 
same year, or the next, belong his expositions of the Lord’s 
Prayer and Ten Commandments, consisting of cxeerpts 
from his sermons sent by him to the press. The celebrated 
ninety-five Theses, which led dircctly to the dispute on 
Indulgences, followed next in point of time. 

Just as the Thescs referred to throw light upon his 
development, so also, and to an even greater extent, do 
the Disputations which took place at academic festivals 
about that same period. In these Disputations propositions 
drawn up cither by himsclf or by his colleagues, were 
defended by his pupils under his own direction. They dis- 
play his theological views as he was wont to vent them at 
home, and are therefore all the more natural and reliable. 
Of such Disputations we have that of Bartholomew Bern- 
hardi in 1516 ‘On the Powers and the Will of Man without 
Grace"; that of Francis Giinther in 1517 ‘ Concerning 
Grace and Nature,” also cntitled “ Against the Theology of 
the Schoolmen,” and the Heidelberg Disputation of 1518, 





4 “Werke,” Weim. edl., 1, and’ Opp. lat. var. 

* Cp. Th, Briegor, "Die Glicdering der 95 Thesen Luthers " (in 
the ** Festschrift” in honour of Max Lenz), with “ Studien und Ver+ 
suchen aur neueren Geschichte,” 1 Abhy 
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with Leonard Beyer as defendant of twenty-cight philo- 
sophical and twelve theological theses. In the latter theses 
there are also various notes in Luther's handwriting. 

Of Luther's writings, dating from the strenuous year 
1518, some of which are in Latin and others in German 
and which throw some light on his previous development, 
we may mention in their chronological order: the sermon 
on “Indulgence and Grace,” the detailed ‘ Resolutions ” 
on the Indulgence Theses, the discourse on Penanee, the 
“Asterisci” against Eck, the pamphlet “ Freedom of the > 
Sermon on Indulgence and Grace,” an exposition of Psalm x., 
the reply to Pricrias, the sermon on the power of excom- 
munication, then the report of his trial at Augsburg and 
the sermon on the “'Threefold Righteousness.” To these 
we must add his complete edition of “ Theologia Deutsch,” 
an anonymous mystical pamphlet of the fourteenth century 
a portion of which he had brought out in 1516 with a preface 
of his own? 

These gre the sources which Luther himself has left behind 
him and from which the inner history of his apostasy and of 
his new theology must principally be taken. The further 
evidence derivable from his later works, his scrmons, letters 
and Table-Talk, will be dealt with in due course. 


Only at the end of 1518 was his new teaching practically 
complete, At that time a new and final clement had been 
added, the doctrine of absolute individual certainty of 
salvation by “ Fiducial Faith.” This was regarded by 
Luthcr and his followers as the comer-stone of evangelical 
Christianity now once again recovered, At the commence- 
ment of 1519, we find it expressed in the new Commentary 
on the Epistle to the Galatians (a new and enlarged edition 
of the earlier lectures), and in the new Commentary on the 
Psalms, which was printed simultancously. Hence Luther's 
whole process of development up to that time may be 
divided into two stages by the doctrine of the assurance 
of salvation; in the first, up to 1517, this essential clement 
was still wanting: the doctrine of the necessity of belief 
in personal justification and future salvation docs not 





cferred to appear in the two first volumes 
t. ‘The  Theologia Deutech 
hs recently Leen reprinted by Manslel (1908) from Luther's texte 
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appear, and for this reason Luther himself, later on, speaks 
of this time as a period of unstable, and in part despairing, 
scarch.! The second stage covers the ycars 1517-18, and 
commences with the Resolutions and the Augsburg t 
where we find the Professor gradually acquiring that 
absolute certainty of salvation to which he finally attained 
through an illumination which he was wont to regard as 
God’s own work.# 

In the next section we deal merely with the first stage, 
which we shall scck to elucidate from the psychological, 
theological and ethical standpoint. 








2, Luther's Commentary on the Psalms (1513-15). Dispute 
with the Observantines and the “Solf-righteous” 


Presages of the storm which Luther was about to raise 
were visible in his first course of Icctures on the Psalms 
given at Wittenberg. With regard to several particularly 
important parts of his work on the Psalms, it would be 
desirable to determine to what precise time during the period 
1513-15 they belong; but this is a matter of considcrable 
difficulty. The polemics they contain against the so-called 
“Saints by works,” the ‘ Sclf-rightcous ” and the Obser- 
vantines, the last of which must here be considered first, 
seem to belong to the carlier part of the period. In particular 
his animus against the Observantines, traces of which are 
plentiful, seems to have been of early growth. It also 
deserves more attention than has hitherto been bestowed 
on it, on account of its psychological and theological influence 
on Luther.8 

Under the Observantines Luther in his Commentary en 
the Psalms refers, openly or covertly, to the members of the 
German Augustinian Congregation, to those who 
adhered to that party to which, since his return from Rome, 
he had been opposed. 

1 Soo below, chapter vi.. 2 ff. 

4 S00 below. chapter x... 1-2. 

* AW. Braun, * Die Bodoutung dor Conenpixcona in. Luthore Leben 
und Lehre,” p. 22: ‘Wo loam nuthing of the Boing on 
betweon the Canventuals and the Observant dl stricter 
exponenta of the monaatie Rule; and y her may huve experi 
enced thoir differences in his own perscin ; hia sccone removal from 
Erfurt to Wittenberg in 1511 was perhaps a disciplinary act, hocauso 
ho and Lang stood on the side of Staupitz and against tho Erfurt 
Council. Probably Luthor wont to Home about thie very matter.” 
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No sooner had Luther, as Cochlus remarked (p. 88), 
“ deserted to Staupitz” and begun to defend his opinions, 
the aim of which was to surrender the privileged position 
of the Congregation and the stringency of the Rule, than his. 
fiery temper led him to constitute himself the champion of 
the monasteries with whose eause he had allied himself, 
particularly that of Wittenberg; indccd, he was, if not_ 
actually the first, one of the earliest to take up the cudgels’ 
on their behalf. The mission to Rome with which he had 
previously been entrusted lent him special authority, and 
his expert knowledge of the case seemed to entitle him to a 
voice on the subject. To this was added the importance of 
his position at the University, his reputation as a talented 
and cloquent lecturer, and his power as a preacher. His 
sociability drew many to him, especially among the young, 
and his readiness of tongue marked him out as a real party 
man. 


In his lectures on the Psalms his fiory nature led him to attack 
sharply the Observantines, whom he frequently mentions by 
name ; even in the leeturo-room hia aim waa to prejudice the 
young Augustinians who wero his audience against the defenders 
of the traditional constitution ; instead of encouraging the rising 
generation of monks to strive aiter perfection on the tried and. 
proved linos of their Congregation, ho broke out into declamatory 
‘attacks against those monks who took their vocation seriously 
as they received it from their predecessors, and abused them as. 
Pharisees and hypocrites ; according to him, they were puffed up 
by their carnal mind because they esteemed * fasting and lengthy 
prayers.” 

There are Pharisees, he cries, even now who extol fasting and 
long-drawn prayer; they make rules,” but "their zeal is 
directed against the Lord.” There are many in the Church who 
“ dispute about ceremonies are enthusiastic for the hollow- 
ness of exterior observances.” “I am acquainted with still more 
obstinate hypocrites.”'! “ It is to be feared that all Observantines, 
all exompted, and privileged roliaious, must_be reckoned among 
those puffed up in thoir carnal mind. How harmful thoy are to 














1g hia removal andl journey to Rome, sec above, pp. 29, 38. We 
it is true, no details about the dispute between the monasteries, and, 
this i perhaps what Braun means; but its continuance is, to my mind, 
apparent from Luther's statements, as well as from the leading part 
ho took against the Observantines, | Ficker ('* Luthers Yorlesung aber 
don Romerbriof,” 1908, p. xevii.) only mentions tho Observantines. 
eursorily, saying that Luther did not com much attached to them. 
‘Hering ( Theolog. Studien und Kritiken,” 1877, p. 627) offers little 
of interest. 
+“ Werke,” Weim. ed., 3, p. 61. 
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‘the Church has not yet become clear, but the facb remains and 
will make itself apparent in time. If we ask why they insist upon 
isolation, they reply: On account of the protection of the 
cloistral discipline. But that is the light of an angel of Satan.”? 

‘Tho following attack on the Observantines in the lectures 
‘on the Psalms is on tho samo lines: Thore aro plenty of mon 

oud of their holiness and observance, hypocrites and false 

rothors."? “ But the fate of a Divine condemnation ”’ will fall 
upon “all the proud and stiff-nocked, all the superstitious, re- 
bellious, disobedient, also, as I fear, on our Obsvrvantines, who 
under 6 show of strict discipline are only loading themselves with 
insubordination and rebollion.”* 

‘The Observantines were plainly im his opinion demonstrating 
their unruliness by seeking to stand by tho old foundation 
principles of tho Congregation. “He is angered by their exemption 
from the General and thoir isolation from the other Gennan 
Augustinians, and still less does he like their severities; they ought 
to fall into line with the Conventusls and join them. We know 
nothing further of tho matter nor anything of the rights of the 
caso; it may be noted, howover, that the after history of tho 
party with which Luthor sided and the eventual dissolution of 
the Congregation, appear rather to justify the Olsservantines. 

On the oceasion of 8 convention of the Order at Gotha in 1616 
—at which the Conyentuals must have had a decided majority, 
seeing that Luther was chosen as Rural Vicar—he delivered, on 
May 1, the strango address on slander, which has been preserved. 
He reprosents this fault ax prevalent amongst the opposite party 
and laches in unmeasured terms those in the Order * who wish 
to appear holy,” “who sco no fault in themselves,” but who 
unearth the hidden sins and faults of others, and hinder them in 
doing good and "Thus the estrangement had 
proceeded very far, Perhays, even allowing for Luther's ox- 
agueration, tho other side may have had its weaknesses, and been 
guilty of precipitancy and sins of the tongue, though it is unlikely 
that the faults wero all on one side. It is noticewble, however, that 
Luther's discourse is not directed against calumniators who 
invent and disseminate untruths against their opponents, but 
only against thoss who bring to light tho real faulta of their 
brethren. Scattored through the Latin text of the sermon aro 
highly opprobrious epithets in German. ‘The preacher, for their 
want of charity, calls his opponents “ poisonous serpents, traitors, 
vagabonds, murderers, tyrants, devils, and all that is ovil, desperate, 
ineredulous, envious, and haters.” “He speaks in detail of their 
dovil's filth and of the human excrement which they busy them- 
selves in sorting, anxious to discover tho faults of their adver- 
















































1 Werke,” Weim. ed., 3, p. 1 
2 Ibid, 4, p. 312. Noto "bonita fided "(=-Christian righteousness), 
* weritaa fidei "(=Christion truth), " iustitéw fdeé aubstantia "(—caseuce 
of Christian righteousness). 
¥ Tbid., 4, p. 122. 
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saries.! The wealth of biblical passages quoted in this strange 
address cannot make up for the lack of clear ideas and of any 
discrimination and jadgment as to the limits to be observed by @ 
preacher in commenting on the faulta of his time. Luther's fond- 
ness for the use of filthy and repulsive figures of speoch also 
makes @ very disagreeable impression. It is truo that thero wo 
must take into account the manners of the time, and his Saxon 
surroundings, but even Julius Késtlin, Luther's biographer, was 
shocked at the indecency of the expressions which Luther usea.? 

‘The real reason of this discourse was probably that Luther 
wished to enter on his office as Rural Vicor by striking a deadly 
blow at the Observant faction and at their habit of crying down 
his own party. It was this address which his friend Lang, fully 
alive to its range, sent et once to Mutian, the frivolous leader of 
the Humanists at Gotha, describing it as a sermon “Against tho 
little Saints.” 





Returning to the Commentary on the Psalms, we find 
that therein Luther sometimes makes characteristic state- 
ments about himself, On one occasion, doubtless in a fit of 
depression, he pours out the following effusion: “If 
Ezcchicl says the eyes wax feeble, this prophecy is largely 
fulfilled at the present time, as I perecive in myself and in 
many others. They know very well all that must be believed, 
but their faith and assent is so dull that they are oppressed 
as by sleep, are heavy of heart, and unable to raise them- 
selves up to God.” Such statcs of lukewarmness were to be 
banished by means of fear, but woe to him who permits the 

ng of sclf-rightcousness to take the place of the weari 
for “ there is no greater unrightcousness than excessive 
rightcousness.”8 In the latter words he scems to be again 
alluding to the “little nts” and the ostensibly self- 
rightcous members of his Order. 

His ill-humour is partly a result of his dissatisfaction 
with the disorders which he knew or believed to exist in his 

immediate surroundings, in the Order, atid in ecclesiastical 
life generally. He frequently speaks of them with indigna- 
tion, though from the new standpoint which he was gradually 
tak: “We live in a false peace,” he ¢ries, and fancy we 
can draw on the “ Treasure of the merits of Christ and the 
Saints.” “ Popes and bishops are flinging about graces and 

1 Work php 4. 

+ Kostlin, 13, p. 125, In the 6th edition by 
Kostlin and’ Kawerau (vol. i,'p. 122) the disapproving comment of 

y yressod, 
Weim, ed, 8 ps 423, 
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neces.” Unmindful of the consequenees, he dimin- 
ished the respect of his youthful hearers for the authorily 
of the Church, As to the religious life, he was wont to speak 
as follows: ‘ Here come men of religion and vaunt their 
confraternities and indulgences at every street corner only 
to get money for food and clothing. Oh! those begging 
friars! those begying friars! those begging friars! Perhaps 
you are to be excused because you reeeive alms in God's 
name, and preach the word and perform the other services 
gratis, That may be, but sce you look to it.” ® These words 
in the mouth of one who was himsclf a member of a mendi- 
cant Order, for this the Augustinian ermits undoubtedly 
were, amounted to an attack on the constitution of his own 
Congregation. 

In his Commentary on the Psalms he frequently at one 
and the same time rails at the “self-righteous” and “holy 
by works” and at the opposition party in his Order, so that 
it is not easy to distinguish against whom his attacks are 
directed. Already at this period he shows a certain tendency 
to under-estimate the value of Christian good works and to 
insist one-sidedly on the power and cflicacy of faith and on 
the application of the merits of Christ. 








Most emphatically, as opposed to trust in good works ancl 
merits, does he insist on the grace of Christ, the "nuda et sola 
misericordia Dei et benignitas gratuita” which must be our 
support and stay.? His exhortations against works and human 
efforts sound as though intended to dissuado from any such, 
whether inward or outward, os though the merits of Christ and 
therighteousness which God gives us might thereby suffer.‘ Man's 
interior efforts towards repentance by means of the contempla- 
tion of tho misery and tho consoquences of sin, do not appeal to 


1 “Werke,” Weim. od., 3, p. 424. 
> Werke,” Weim: 










meee) as follows a 
nes sare (his grandson Johann per has added in the margin + 
Locus iltustris de iustificatione™): “Vide quam vera et pia eat ina 
confesnio, qua NIKI, SIBI DE MERITIS ARROGAT. Non enim ait ‘cum 
mula fecinecm, vel optre, ore aut aliquo meo membro meruinarm,” wt 
inleLijas, eum NULLAM TUSTITIAM ALLEGARE, nuldum meritum factare, 
nullam dignitatem orlentare, aed NUDAM ET SOLAM MIsERtcoRDTAM DEL 
ef benignitaicm gratuitam cxiollcre, qiea nihil in eo invent.” 

# Cp, ibid., 3, pp. 172, 288, 355, 439, 514; and 4, p. 19, ete. Hunsinger, 
who quotes theso and other passages, says: He warns much against 
our own works and desire to gain merit” (“Luther und dio deutsche 

in "“Nouo kirchl. Zeitschrift,” 19, 1908, Hft. 11, pp. 972-88, 
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him, Ho is well aware that rey entance consists in sorrow for and 
hatred of sin," but he says that. he himself has no personal experi- 
ence of this kind of compunction.? He complains that so many 
turn to exterior works, they “follow their own inventions and 
make rules of their own at thoir choice; their coremonies and tho 
works they have devised are everything to them": but to act 
thus is to sot up “a new standard of righteousness instead of 
cultivating the spiritual things which Cod prescribes, namely, the 
Word of God, Grace and Salvation. These persons are in so much 
the greater error because it is a fine spiritual by-path, they are 
le in spite of the 
ty of which they make # show." At last, carried 
away by his anger with what is mostly a phantom of his own 
creation, he exclaims: “ Yes, they aro given up to spiritual 
idolatry, a sin against the Holy Ghost for which thera is no 
forgiveness.” 

With such-like harsh accusations of presumptuous zeal for good 
works he frequently attacks tho ‘* capiosi et ostentiosi monaché et 
nee they are proud of 
. 'y they have none, for 
thoy aro seduced by tho angel of darkness, who assumes the garb 
of an angel of light. They wish to do great works and they sot 
themsclves above the small and insignificant things demanded 
by obedience, ‘These devotees in religious dress (* religiost 
devotarii'") should beware of putting their trast in the pious 
exercises peculiar to them, while they remain lazy, langui 
careless, and disobedient in the common life of the Order.* The 
last words “ si in tis quae aunt conventualia et communia” arc, in 
the MS., pointed to by a hand drawn in the margin. The term 
“ conventuaiia “ scems reminiscent of the Conventuals, but not 
much further on, in the Commentary on the same Psalm (cxviii.), 
we find the word “ observance.” The Psalinist, he says, implicitly 
condemns ‘those who aro proud of their holiness, and observ- 
ance, who destroy humility and. obedionce.''* He gocs on to 
advocate something akin to Quictism, saying we should do, not 
our own works, but God’s works, i.e. “those which God works in 
us": everything we do of ourselves belongs only to outward oF 
carnal righteousnoss.? It is quito possible that ha did not wish 
to dony the correct sense these words might convey, for, elkewhero 



































537 ff, on Psalm Iyxvi. 

Inde et miki [pealmue Isxvic] dificilia, quia extra 
comprnetionem aum e loyror de compunctionc™ ; in such matters ono 
mut be able" intua acatine” 5“ igitur quia meee compunctionia practica 
non porcwn, deelarato cum [peatnum) ad eacmplur ct ex practica B. 
Augustin’ (“Confess.,’ 1, 8)” 

2 Werke," Weim, de, 3, p. 331 f. 

# hit, 4, p. BS Tbid, 4, p. 800 Tidy, p. 312, 

7 bid, 3, p. SAL. “Non in cisibus nostris ct inatitiia opercraur, 
sed opera Det discamua operat... Erieditus |psalini auctor} con: 
clndit, opera Dei non case, nisi quer Dens in nobis operdtur, Quare 
fuatitie et opera nostra coram co wikil sunt, ideoyue opera exterionia 
justiti@ mon sunt opera Dei,” p. 542: “ Omnia inta (W's. Wvi. 13) décuntur 
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n his controversies, he appears unaware of tho exaggeration of 
language. But the skirmish with the so-called self-ri 
had a deoper explanation. Luther was s0 fascinated with tho 
righteousness which God gives through faith, that man’s share in 
securing the same is already relegated too much to the back- 
ground. 

Thus he explains the verse of Paalm calii. where the words occur 
jive ear to my supplication in Thy truth and hear me in ‘Thy 
ighteoustiess ” as follows: “Hear me by Thy mercy and truth, 
ie. through the truth of Thy promises of mercy to the penitent 
and those who beseech Thee, not for my merits' sake; hear me in 
‘Thy righteousness, not in my righteousness, but in that which 
‘Thou givest and wilt give me through faith." With words of 
remarkable forcefulness he declares that, to be in sin, only makes 
more evident the value of the “iustitia” which comes through 
Christ. “It is therefore fitting that we become unrighteous and 
sinners"; what he really means to say is, that we should feel 
ourselves to bo such.? Elsowhero ho dwells, not incorrectly, but 
with startling emphasis, on the fact that justification comes only 
from God and without any effort on our part (gratis),? and that it 
is not due to works ;* sanctification must proceed not from our own 
righteousness and according to the letter, but from the heart, and 
with graco, spirit and truth.? The desire for justification is to him 
‘the same as the desire for “ 
live and am justified.” 

























Even at that time he was not averse to dwelling on the strength 
of eoncupisconce and, in his usual hyporbolieal style, he lays stress 
‘on the weokness and wickedness of haman nature. “ Wo are all 


contra superbos et iuatos apud ec, qui meditantur, quomodo ua 
statuant e suas adinventiones exerccant.”. Ho therefore blames tl 
* Foris anbulant in carne et carnali iuatiia,” ete, Cp. ibid., 4, p. 281 
against. “ propriciarti iuatitice” who, in exchange for good works, 
have taken out righteousness on lease, 
Weim. ed., 4, p. 443, Cp. ibid., 3, pp, 174, 178, where Romans i. 

17, “Lustitia Dei revelatur in eo [evangclto ” is quoted with the correct 
traditional meaning. 

¥ Ibid 4, p, 383. ‘The passage reminds one of the “ esto. peecator 
tt pecca fortiter,” which will be referred to Inter. Tt reads: " Bquum 
eat infirmari secundum earnen, ut inkabitet tn nobia oirtua Christi 
(@ Cor, xii, 9) in Romine interiori. JHQUUM EST INIUSTOS EF PEC\ 
TORES viens, ul iustifiectur Deus in sermonibua suis (Ps. 1. 6): guia 
non tenit iustos vooare aed prccatorce (Matt. ix. 13), te cal ut iuatitia 
nostra agnorcalur nihil esse nisi peccatum et pannus menatruater (Is. 
Ixiv. 6), ac ric potiue iuatitia Christi regnet in nobis, dum per ipaum et 
in ipsa confidinwus aalvari, non ex nobia, ne auferamua ci nomen, quod 
eat Jhesus, id eat Salvator.” 

2 Cp. Woim, od., 3, pp. 200, 284. 

# Ibid p. 172. 

# Ibid. 3, p. 320 fl; 4, p. 200 f, B12, 

§ Ibid, 4, p. 326. 
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a lost lump" ;! “whoever is without God sins necessarily, i.e. 
ho is in sin” ;? “ unconquerable ” of “ necessary” are terms he 
is fond of applying to concupiscence in his discourses.’ From 
other passages it would almost appcar es if, even then, he 
admitted the persistence of original sin, even after beptism ; for 
instance, he saya that the whole world is “ i 
ibua,"” though unawaro of it, and must therefore ery “ mea 
culpa” ;* our righteousness is nothing but sin ;* understanding, 
will, and memory, even in the baptised, are all fallen, and, like 
the wounded Jew, await the coming of the Samaritan.* He also 
speaks of the imputation of righteousness by God who, instead 
of attributing to us our sins, “ imputes [the merits of Christ] unto 
our rightoousness.”"? 











Still, taken in their context, none of these passages furnish 
any dceisive proof of a deviation from the Church’s faith. 
They forcbode, indced, Luther's later errors, but contain 
as yet no explicit denial of Catholic dectrine, In this we 
must subscribe to Denifle’s view, and admit that no teaching 
actually heretical is found in the Commentary on the 
Psalms. 














With reference to man’s natural powers, that cardinal point of 
* Luther's later teaching, neither the ability to be good and pleasing 
to God; nor thefreodom of choosing what is right and good in 
spite of concupisconce, is denied.* Coneupiscence, aa he fre- 


+ Weim. od.y p- 343: “omnes cumus massa perditionia et debitoree 
mortia eterna.” 

2 Tbide p. 854. * Cp. thidy 4, p. 207., — # Zoid, p. 497. 

* Ibid, p. 211. 
2 "Quod ex nullis operibus peecata remiltuntur, 
sed cota minericortia Dei non imprtantia.” Cp. p. 175, 

* Cp. on Concupiseenice, in. the Commentary on the Psalms, Denifio, 1, 
p.441 {and pp. 453, 475. A. Hunzinger, “* Lutherstudien,”1'; “ Luthers 
Nouplatonismus in’ den Psalmyoriesungen,” Leipzig, 1906, Preface : 
“ Denific’s * Luther’ is carmet ; Luther during the first years of his 
literary activity stood on Catholic ground ; nor is it, by any means 
the ease that from the beginning the reforming element was contained 
in gorm in Luther's theology.” On the other hand, tho elements 
which were to lead him to take the stop from tho obscure theology 
of the Commentary on tho Psalns to the heretical theology of 1515-16 
—viz. his falso mysticism and misapprehension of tho Epistle to 
tho Romans—were already present. ‘The moat, suspicious passage in 
tho Commontary on the Psnlms ia 4, p. 227, which points to the con- 
tinuance of his doubts regarding predestination ; he saya that Christ 
had drunk of the chalice of suffering for the elect, but not for all. See 

first quotation. 
4, p. 2052 “Anima mea eat in potestate mea et in 
liberiate arbitrit’poreum eam perdere vel aaleare eligendo vel reprobande 
legem tuam.” Concupiseence has not yt beeome original sin itaclf, 
but is stills mere relic of the same (3, pp. 215, 453). Kostlin, in 
*"Luthors Theologic,”” 1%, p. 66, quotes other passoges from tho Com- 
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quently admonishes us, must be driven back, “it must not bo 
allowed the mastery,” though it will always make itself felt; it 
is like @ Red Sea through the midst of which we must pass, 
refusing our consent to the temptations which press upon us like 
an advancing tide.t Luther lays great weight on the so-called , 
Syntherosie, tho inner voice which, according to the oxplanation 
of the schoolmen, he believes cries longingly to God, by whom 
also it is heard ; it is the ineradicable precious remnant of good 
left in us,? and upon which grace sets. Man's salvation is in his 
own hands inasmuch as he is ablo either to accept or to reject the 
law of God. Luther also speaks of a proparation for graco 
(“dispositio et precparatio") which God's preventing, super- 
natural graco assists, He expressly invokes the traditional 
theological axiom that “ God's grace is vouchsafed to everyone 
who does his part.”* He even teaches, following Occam's school, 
that such soli-preparation constitutes a merit ‘de congruo.”* Ho 
speaks as a Catholic of the doctrine of merit, admits the so-called 
Uesaurua meritorum from which indulgences derive their efficacy, 
and, without taking offence, alludes to satisfaction (satisfactio 
operis),’ to works of supercrogation,* ax also to the placo of 
purification in the noxt world (purgatorium).? 

Regarding God's imputing of righteousness he follows, it is 
true, the Occamist doctrine, and on this subject tho following 
words are the most interesting : faith and grace by which wo to- 
day (i.e. in the presont order of things) are justified, would not 
justify without the intervention of the pactum Dei; i.e. of God's 
mercy, who hes so ordained it, but who might have ordained 
otherwike.!° Friedrich Loofa rightly says regarding imputation 
in tho Commentary on tho Pyalms: "It must bo noted that the 























montory on the Psalms, thus, 3, p. 684: God is more ready to havo 
merey on us than we are to bewech Him ; but He is unablo to have 
merey on us if our pride proves a hindrance (“quando nor nolunus . « « 
prohibente noatra meperbia”). In his marginal nots on Peter Lombard, 
(written 1909) Luther had rightly said: © Liberum arbitrium damnatur 
quia... gratiam . . . oblatam et exhibitam non teerplat vel accepiam 
non custodil.””  Werko,” Weim. ed, 9, p. 71. 

+ Weim, ed., 3, p. 546: " Desideriia ait apostolus, carnia non care 
obediendum, nee roqnare peceatum dehere ticet care desideria ¢t peceata in 
carne prohibrri non ponsit. . ... Inmediie tentationitvua cundum cal, as the 
Tsraolites passed through the Red Sea, Seniéri et widere et cxperiri 
oportel bouitates ct mailitiaa curnis, acid non conacntice.” 

2 Ibid. 3, p. UB: " Reaiduum prateritorwn bonorum [of the original 
stato] quod in affretu remannit nynthereaico.” On tho syntheresis and 

ra carly views on this subject. soo Kstlin,  Luthens Theolozic.” 






























ep. above, p. 74, n. 9. 
+200; 4, p. 204 £309. 
* Thid., pp. 262, 312 
52, 180, 239 f,, 424, 402, 166, 603, 
* Iid., 3, pp. 426, 239. 
‘eim. od.y 3, p- 280, Cp. Ibid., 4, pp. 920, 122 “ex pucto ct 
promiasions Dei. 











; Google iNve 


76 LUTHER THE MONK 


reputari iustum, i.o. the being-declared-justified, is not considered 
by Luther as the reverse of making righteous ; on the contrary, 
the sine merito iustificari in the sense of absolvi is at the same time 
the beginning of » new life."* “The faith,” eo A, Hunzinger 
opines of the passages in question in the samo work, * is as yot no 
imputative faith,’ i.o. not in the later Lutheran sense.? 









The Protestant scholar last mentioned has dissected the 
Commentary on the Psalms in detail; particularly did he 
examine its connection with the philosophical and mystical 
system sometimes designated as Augustinian Nco- 
Platonism.? It may be left an open question whether his 
complicated researches have succeeded in proving that in 
the Commentary—interpreted in the light of some of the 
older sermons and the marginal glosses in the Zwickau 
books-—Luther's teaching resolves itself into a “somewhat 
loose and contradictory mixture of four elements,” namely, 
Augustinian Neo-Platonism, an Augustinian doctrine on 
sin and grace, a trace of scholastic theology, and some of the 
mysticism of St. Bernard.‘ His researches and his com- 
parison of many passages in the Commentary on the Psalms 
h the works of Augustine, especially with the “ Solilo- 
quia” and the book “De vera religione,” have certainly 
shown that Luther was indebted for his expressions and to a 
certain extent for his line of thought, to those works of 
Augustine with which he was then acquainted. He had 
probably been attracted by the mystical tendency of these 
writings, by that reflection of Platonism, which, however, 
neither in St, Augustine’s nor in Luther's ease, as Hun- 
zinger himself admits, involved any real acceptance of the 
erroneous ideas of the heathen Neo-Platonism. Luther 
was weary of the dry Scholasticism he had learned at the 
schools and greedily absorbed the theology of the Bishop 
of Hippo, which appealed far more to him, though his 
previous studies had been insufficient to equip him for its 
proper understanding. Ilis own words in 1582 express his 
case fairly accurately. He says: “In the beginning I 

















1 Dogmengesch.,” # (1906), p. 697 with mf. to Werke.” Weim, 
ed, 4, p. 443: “xine merito reilinui de precatin” a 

3“ Luther und dio doutsche Mystik,” p. 97 

3“ Luthortudion,” 1. Sco nhove, p. 74, 0. 8. 

4 Hunainger thus sums up his results in" Luther und die deutsche 
Mystik, 
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devoured rather than read Augustine," In a marginal 
note on the Sentences of Peter Lombard he speaks, in 1509, 
of this Doctor as “ numquam satis laudates,” like him, he, 
too, would fain send the “ moderni” and that “ fabulator 
Aristotcles ” about their business.? 

The obscure and tangled mysticism which the young 
author of the Commentary on the Psalms built up on 
Augustine—whose spirit was far more profound than 
Luther’s—the smattering of Augustinian theology, altered 
to suit his controversial purposes, with which he supple- 
mented his own scholastic, or rather Occamistic, theology, 
and the needless length of the work, make his Commentary 
into an unattractive congeries of moral, philosophical and 
theological thoughts, undigested, disconnected and some- 
times unintelligible. Various causes contributed to this 
tangle, not the least being the nature of the subject itself. 
Most of the Psalms present all sorts of ideas and figures, and 
give the theological and practical commentator opportunity 
to introduce whatcver he pleascs from the stores of his 
knowledge. With some truth Luther himself said of his 
work in a letter to Spalatin, dated December 26, 1515, that 
it was not worth printing, that it contained too much 
superficial matter, and deserved rather to be effaced with a 
sponge than to be perpetuated by the press.? There is 
something unfinished about the work, because the author 
himself was still fecling his way towards that great alteration 
which he had at heart ; as yet he has no wish to seek for a 
reform from without the Church, he not only values the 
authority of the Church and the belicf she expounds, but 
also, on the whole, the learned tradition of previous ages 
with which his rather scanty knowledge of Scholasticism 
made him conversant, This, however, did not prevent him 
attacking the real or imaginary abuscs of the Schoolmen, 
nor was his esteem for the Church and his Order great enough 
to hinder him from criticising, rightly or wrongly, the con- 
dition and institutions of the Church and of monas' 

The statement made by him in 1537, that he discov cored 















ich MS. Collecta, fol. 1377 


"1, p. vil, 
Weim. ed, 8, p. 29. bid, “In Augustinum,” pp. 


in Seidemann, “ Luthers 








1, p. 26 f., probably not meant seriously by 


Luther. 
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his new doctrine at the time he took his degree as Doctor, 
ie. in 1512, cannot therefore be taken as chronologically 
accurate. His words, in a sermon preached on May 21, were: 
“Now we have again reached the light, but I reached it 
when I became a Doctor . . . you should know that Christ 
is not sent as a judge.” © 


3. Excerpts from the Oldest Sermons. His Adversaries 


In the sermons which Luther, during his professorship, 
preached at Wittenberg in 1515-16, we notice the cutting, 
and at times ironical, censure with which he speaks to 
the people of the abuses and excesses which pervaded 
the exercise of the priestly office, particularly preaching. 
He is displeased with certain excesses in the veneration of 
the Saints, and reproves what he considers wrong in the 
popular celebration of the festivals of the Church and in 
other matters, These religious discourses contain many 
beautiful thoughts and give proof, as do the lectures also, 
of a rich imagination and great knowledge of the Bible. 
But even apart from the harsh denunciation of the con- 
ditions in the Chureh, the prevailing tone is one of too 
great hastiness and self-sufficiency, nor are the Faithful 
treated justly. It was not surprising that remarks were 
made, and that he was jecred at as a “ greenhorn" by the 
listeners, who told him that he could not “ convert old 
rogues” with that sort of thing.* 

He complains bitterly, and with some show of reason, 
that at that time preaching had fallen to a very low ebb 
in Germany, The preaghers too often treated of trivial 
and _uscless subjects, enlarged, with distinctions and sub- 
distinctions, on subjects belonging to the province of 
philosophy and theology, and lost themselves in artificial 
allegorical interpretations of the Bible, In their recom- 
mendation of popular devotions they sometimes went to 
extremes and. sometimes lapsed into platitude, There was 
too little of the wealth of thought, power and inward 
unction of Brother Bertold of Regensburg and his school to 
be found in the pulpits of that day. Even in-Luther’s own 
sermons during these years we mect with numcrous defects 


1“ Luthors ungedruckta Predigton,”” ed. G. Buchwald, 3, 1885, 
P. 50, 


+ Kéutlin. Kaworan, 1, p. 121. 
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of the time, barren speculations in the style of the nominal- 
istic school through which he had passed, too much forcing 
and allegorising of the Bible text, and too much coarse and 
exaggerated dceclamation. To be pert and provoking was 
then more usual than now, and owing to his natural tendeney 
he was very prone to assume that tone. The shyness which 
more recent biographers and admirers frequently ascribe to 
the young professor is not recognisable in his sermons, That 
he ever was shy can only be established by remarks 
dropped by Luther in later life, and, as is well known, such 
remarks cannot be taken as reliable sources of information 
concerning his carly years. Were Luther's later account 
correct, then we should be forced to ascribe to the young 
preacher and professor a burning desire to live in the 
solitude of his cell and to spend his days quite apart from 
the world and the debates and struggles going forward 
in the Church outside. Yct, in reality, there was nothing to 
which he was more inclined in his sermons than to allow his 
personal opinions to carry him to violent polemics against 
people and things displeasing to him; he was also in the 
habit of crediting opponents more friendly to the Church 
than he, or even the Church itself, with views which they 
certainly did not hold. Johann Mensing, one of his then 
pupils at the University of Wittenberg, speaks of this in 
words to which little attention has hitherto been paid: 
“I may say,” he writes, “and have often heard it myself, 
that when Luther had something especially good or new to 
say in a sermon he was wont to attribute to other theologians 
the opposite opinion, and in spite of their having written 
and taught just the same, and of his very likely taking it 
from them himself, to represent it as a precious thing he had 
just discovered and of which others were ignorant ; all this in 
order to make a name for himself, like Herostratus, who set 
fire to the temple of Diana.” 1 We may also mention here a 
remark of Hieronymus Emser. After saying that Luther's 
sermons were not those of a cleric, he adds: “I may say 
with truth that I have never in all my life heard such an 
audacious preacher.” # These, it is truc, are testimonics 








1 Johann Monsing O.P.;  Antapologic,” Franlefurt, 1533, fol. 18", 
Cp. N. Paulus, * Die deutschen Deminikaner im fe mit’ Luthor, 
1903, p. 40. 

Cp. Evore, * Luthor, 
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from the camp of Luther's opponents, but some passages 
from his early sermons will show the tone which frequently 
prevails in them. 

Already in the Christmas sermons of 1515 Luther docs not 
seruple to place himsclf, as it were, on the same footing with 
the prophets, wisc mcn and thosc learned. in the Scriptures, 
whose persecution Christ foretold, more particularly among 
the last of the three groups, Even then his view was 
unorthodox. 


"There are some,” he says, “who by the study of Holy 
Seripture form themselves into teachers and who are taught 
neither by men nor directly by God alone.” These ara the 
loarnod in tho Seriptures. “They exercise themselves in the 
knowledge of the truth by meditation and research, Thus they 
become able to interpret the Bible and to write for the instruction 
of others." But such men are persecuted, he continues, and, as 
tho Lord prophesied of the prophets and’ wise men and serihea 
that they would not be received, but attackod, so is it also with 
me. They murmur against my teaching, es I am aware, and 
oppose it. They reproach me with being in error because “I 
Preach always of Christ as tho hen under whose wings all who 
wish to bo righteous must gather.” ‘Thus his ideas with regard to 
righteousness must have been looked upon aa importanate or 
exaggerated, and, by some, in all probability, as erroneous, Ho 
immediately launches out into an apology ; “What I have said 
is this: We are not saved by all our righteousness, but it is the 
wings of the hen which protect us against the birds of prey, i.e. 
against the devil... but, as it was with tho Jews, who 
persecuted righteousness, 80 it is to-day. My adversaries do not 
Imow what righteousness is, thoy call their own fancies grace, 


‘They become birds of prey and pounce upon the chicks who hope + 


for salvation through the mercy of our hen,"* 


Such rude treatment meted out to those who found 
fault with him (and one naturally thinks of clergy and 
religious, pethaps even of his very brethren, as the culprits), 
the denouncing them from the pulpit as “ birds of prey,” 
and his claim to lay down the law, this, and similar passages 
in the sermons, throw a strong light on his disputatious 
temper. 

1“ Werke,” Weim. ed. 1. p. 30 f.: “Semper prodico de Christo, 


gallina nostra... ct efficitur mihi errana et falewm.” Ho preached, 
those 
















namely, 94 qui ob alia [Domini] recedunt in mua propria 
bona opera... et nolunt ardire, quod iustilie corum peccata aint. 
Grotiam maz uanant. quiiram kactant." ‘The expression «gallina 
nostra’ appears also in the Commentary on the Psalms (" Werke,” 





Weim, od., 3, p. 71). 
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In a well-ordered condition of things the Superiors of the 
Augustinians or the diocesan authorities would have inter- 
vened to put a stop to sermons so seandalously offensive ; at 
Wittenberg, however, the evil was left unchecked and 
allowed to take decper root. The students, the younger 
monks and some of the burghers, beeame loud and en- 
thusiastie followers of the bold preacher, Staupitz was 
altogether on his side, and, owing to him, also the Elector of 
Saxony. The Prince was, however, so little of an authority 
on matters theological that Luther once writes of him that 
he was “ in things conecrning God and the salvation of the 
soul almost seven times blind.”* 

Luther's notes on his Sunday sermons during the summer 
of 1516—a time when he had already expressed his errors 
quite plainly in his lectures on the Epistle to the Romans— 
afford us a glimpse of an acute controversy. At this time 
his sermons dealt with the first Commandment. 





‘The Gospel for the 7th Sunday after Pentecost with the words : 
“ Beware of false prophets “’ gives him an all too tempting oppor- 
tunity for a brush with his adversaries, and, on July 6, he attacks 
them from the standpoint of his new ideas on righteousness. 
“Much fasting, and long prayers,” he cries, ‘study, preaching, 
watching, and poor clothing, these are the pious lambskins under 
which ravening wolves hide themselves.””_In their caso these are 
only works done for show.” Theso Observantines, for alll thoi 
great outward display of holiness, are" heretics and schismatic 
‘Thas clooa he storm, evidently applying his words to his brother 
monks of the Observantine party, who probably hed been among 
the first to criticiso him. ‘The following remarks on rebellion and 
defamation make this application all the cleerer.* “Tho true 
works by which wo may recognise the prophets are done in the 
inner and hidden man. But these proud men are wanting above 
sil in pationco and the charity which is forgetful of self, but 
concerned for others." “* When they have to do works which are 
not to their liking they are slow, rebellious, obstinate, but they 
well know how to take away the name of others and to 
judgment on them. ‘Thero is no greater plague in the Church 
to-day than those men with the words: ‘Cood works are 
necessary ' in thoir mouths; men who refuse to distinguish 
between what is good and evil because they are enemies of tho 
Cross, i.e, of the good things of God." 

Such a daring challenge on Luther's part did not fail in its 





























4 To Spolatin, Sumo 8, 1516, “ Bricfweehsel.” 1, p. 40. 

+ Cp. hia reproaehes against membors of hia own’ Onder w 

to disobedience and want of charity, which will he given shortly 
Worke,” Weim. ed, 1, p. 61 
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effect, Within as well as outside the Order united preparations 
wore being made for a strong resistance, his foes working both 
openly and in secret, 

Luther's adversaries were again made the object of his public 
vituperation in two sermons preached on the sare day e little 
later. This was on July 27, the 10th Sunday after Pentecost, 
In one sermon the passionate orator attempted to show the 
danger of tho times; he describes how powerful the devil had 
become and how under the appearance of good works he was 
making certain persons “fine breakers” of the first Command- 
ment. “And ‘these venture,” he says, “to shoot arrows 
acerotly against those who are right of heart.”' In the other 
sermon his opponents hed to submit to being called—in allusion 
to the Sunday's Gospel of the Pharisee and the Publican—real 
“Pharisees, who by reason of their assumed holiness and merits 
ecek tho praise of men,” whereas in reality, with their self- 
rightoousness, they have merely erected an idol in their hearts,* 

‘Even this ‘was not enough’ however. The continuous com- 
plaints of thoso who thought dificrently from himself called 
Luther into the field again the very next Sunday (August. 3).! 
They heard what they might have enticipated, aa soon aa the 
fiery preacher, whose appearance was doubtless greeted by his 
pupils and adherents with looks of joy, got to work on his thers : 
‘To place our hope in anything but God, even in the merit of our 
good works, is to have false idols before Cod. ‘Then the stream 
of words flowed apace egainst the “ proad saints,” against. the 
presumptuous assurance of salvation on the part of the servitors 
of works, against the fools who make the narrow way to heaven 
still narrower, against the AB C pupils, who know nothing out- 
side their own works. ‘These are olcl stagers,”’ he eries, because, 
like certain horses who only go along one track, they know only 
the one path of their own works. As though he recollected his 

ved zeal for the work of the Order, he adda: ‘At 
cement, when @ man first enters on the path of the 
religious life ho has to exerciso himself in many good works, 
fasts, vigils, prayers, works of mercy, submission, obedience and 
other such-like.” But to remain permanently stuck fast in these, 
that is what makes a man a Pharisees. “The truly pious who aro 
led by the Spirit,” he continues, in a vein of peculiar mysticism, 
‘once initiated into these things, do not trouble much more 
about them. Rather they offer themselves to God, ready for any 
work to which He may call them, and are led through many 
sufferings and humiliations without knowing whither they are 
going.”# 


















Werke.” Weim. ed.. 1, p. 62, Fragment. 
# [bids pr GB. (Sermo contra opinion sanctitatie e merit.) 

3 Imid., pe TO (Sermo de vileis capitalibus in merito operum et 
opinione aanctitatia ae eferentibus,) 

4 Tid... 73. Lino 25 should read ‘in fine quia not “in fine 
qué” 5 and line 28 “in Deo quici” not ae Leo quieti.” The edition 
clsewhere leaves much to be desired 
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Luther frequently spoke at that time in the language of a 
certain school of mysticism with which he was much 
cnamoured. The following extract from the sermon under 
consideration, together with some thoughts on similar lines, 
from his synodal address at Leitzau, belong here. 


“The man of God leaves himself entirely in God’s hands and 
does not attach himself to any works. His works are nameless at 
the commencement, though not at the end, because he dors not 
act, but remains passive ; ho does not calculate with his own 
cleverness, or make projects, but allows himself to be led and 
does differently from what he had intended ; thus he is calm and 
4t rent in God. Whereas the self-righteous who abound in their 
own sense (' sensuales iustitiarii ') aro apt to despair of their own 
works—for they want to determine snd name every word before- 
hand, and with thom the namo is the first thing and this they 
follow up with their works—tho man of God on the contrary 
hurries forward in advance of every name.” 

In the discourse which Luther wrote, probably in the autumn 
or winter months of 1515, for Georg Mascov, provest of Leitzau 
(sce above, p. 65), and which was intended for a synodal meeting of 
the clergy, he says, in his most exaggerated fashion: “ The whole 
world lies aa it were under a delugo of false and filthy teaching.” 
The Word of God like a tiny flame is barcly kept alive. Egoism, 
worldliness and vice are predominant, And the remedy? He 
will cry it aloud over the whole world: the only remedy is to 
preach “the word of truth” with much greater zeal. The 
greatest, “nay almost the only sin of the priests” ia the neglect 
of tho “word of truth " and it ia much to be deplored, according 
to him, “that priests who fall into sins of the flesh make more 
account of them than of the neglect of the preaching of the word 
of truth.” 

The sddreas deals further at. great length with the holy re- 
generation of man in God. This is something which Cod works in 
us while we remain altogether passive : a man’s secking, praying, 
knocking has nothing to do with it because mercy alone effects it. 
‘Man does nothing (‘* ipso nihil agente, petente, merente'’) ; in this 
mystical regeneration by God, it is as with the natural generation of 
man: "he who is generated in both cases does not count, and 
can do nothing by his work or merita towards his hegotting, but 
lies wholly in the will of the Father.” 

As sons of God we must bear fruit—here the discourse becomes: 
quite practical—and the purpose of this mecting is to demand it 
of the clergy.“ We must not expose our Synod to the scorn of 
our enemies.” Tt ia more important that chastity and every 
virtue should dwell in the priests than that statutes should be 
made with regard to readings, prayers, fostivals, and ceremonies, 





” Weim, ed., 1, p. 10: “ Scatet totus orbie imo inundat 
= « . dectrinam soréibus.””" The doubts as to tho authenticity of this 
sermon do not deserve attention. 





Google wegen oe en ieee 


84 LUTHER THE MONK 


The vague, obscure mysticism which played a part in 
Luther's spiritual development at that time, as well as his 
wrong, one-sided interpretation of the Epistle tothe Romans, 
had, as already stated, led him into a heterodox by-way. 

‘A cursory glance at the influence of Scholasticism and 
Mysticism on his mental progress, may perhaps be here 
in place. 





4. Preliminary Remarks on Young Luther's Relations to 
Scholasticism and Mysticism 


In the years of Luther’s development the two great 
intellectual forces of the Middle Ages, Scholasticism and 
Mysticiem, no longer exercised quite so powerful an influence 
as of yore, when they ruled over the world of intellect. 
Their influence on Luther's views and his carcer was diverse. 
Scholasticism in its then state of decay, with its endless 
subtilties and disputatiousness, which, moreover, he knew 
only under the form of Occam's nominalism, repelled him, 
to his own great loss. As a result he never acquired those 
elements of knowledge of true and lasting value to be found 
in the better schools, of which the traditions embodied the 
work of centurics of intellectual effort on the part of some 
of the world’s greatest minds, Mysticism, on the other 
hand, attracted him on account of his natural disposition, 
so full of feeling and imagination. He had been initiated 
into it at the monastery by the works of Bernard of Clair- 
vaux, Bonaventure and Gerson, and, later, by the sermons 
of Tauler and the so-called German Theology. This study 
had been recommended him by Staupitz and also by his 
brother monks, especially by Johann Lang. Ttwas, however, 
the more obscure and ambiguous writings and cxtracts from 
mystic works which appcaled to him most, owing to his 
being able to read into them his own ideas. 

‘As regards Scholasticism, his character predisposed him 
against it. Scholastic learning is founded on conceptual 
aperations of reason; it aims at clear definitions, logical 
proofs and a systematic linking together of propositions. 
Luther's mind, on the other hand, inelined more to a free 
treatment of the subject, one which allowed for fecling and 
imagination, and to such descriptions as offered a ficld for 
his eloquence. One of the chief reasons, however, for his 
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lifelong dislike of Scholasticism was his very partial, acquaint- 
ance with the same, He had, as we shall see, never studied 
its great representatives in the thirteenth century; he had 
made acquaintance only with its later exponents, viz. the 
Nominalists of Oceam’s school, who gave the tone to his 
theological instructions and whose teachings were very 
prevalent in the schools in that day. He spcaks repeatedly 
of William of Oceam as his teacher. Of Luther's relations 
to his doctrines we shall have to speak later: some of 
Occam's views he opposed, others, which happened to be at 
variance with those of St. Thomas of Aquin, he approved. 
He would not have attributed to the lattcr and to other 
exponents of the better school of Scholasticism such foolish 
theses as he did—theses of which they never even dreamt— 
had he possessed any clear notion of their teaching. There 
can be no doubt that he also imbibed during his first years 
as astudent at Erfurt, the spirit of antagonism against 
Scholasticism which Humanism with its craving for novelty 
displayed, an antagonism based ostensibly on disgust at the 
unclassic form of the former. 

Already during the earliest period of his career at Witten- 
berg, as soon, indeed, as he began to preach and lecture, 
he commenced his attacks against Scholasticism, 

Ho considors that Aristotle, on whom in tho Middle Ages both 
theologians and philosophers hed set such store, hed been grossly 
misunderstood by most of the scholastics ; all the good there is 
in Aristotle, he says, ho has stolen from others ; whatever in him 
is right, others must understand and make uso of better than ho 
himsolf. 

‘Ho ofton passes judgrnent on the theology of tho Middlo Ages 
from the point of view of the narrow, one-sided school of Occam, 
and then, with his lively imagination, he grossly exaggerates the 
opposition between it and St. Thomas of Aquin and the more 
classic schoolmen. The whole herd of theologians, he says, has 
boon led astray by Aristotle ; nor have they understood him in 
tho least ; according to him, Thomas of Aquin—tho Doctor whom 
the Church has so greatly honoured and placed at the head of all 
theologians—did not expound a single chapter of Aristotle 
aright ; “all the Thomists together ” have not understood one 
chapter. Aristotle has only led them all to lay too much atresa 
upon the importance and morit of human offort and human works 
to the disadvantage of God's grace. Hore lay Aristotle's chief 
crimo discovered by Luther, thanks to his own new theology.* 

1 Cp. Késtlin-Kaweran, 1, p. 118. Extracts from tho fimt of tho 
Christinas sermons of 1515 (or 1514). 

* Kostlin-Kawerau, 1, p. 128 seq. 
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In his lectures on the Psalms Luther already tells his hearers 
that the bold loquscity of theology was due to Aristotle ; he 
makes highly exagerated remarks regarding the disputes between. 
the Seotiste and Qceam and between Occam and Scotus? Peter 
Lombard, no less than Scotua and St. Thomas, comes in for some 
harm criticism. But Luther ever reverts to Aristotle. He wishes, 
80 ho writes to his friend Lang in February, 1516, to tear off 
“the Greek mask which this comedian has assumed to pass him- 
solf off in the Church as a philosopher ; his shame should be laid 
Laro to all.””# 











Such audacious language had probably never before been 
used against the greatest minds in the history of human 
thought. by a theological professor, who himself had as yet 
given no proof whatever of his capacity. 

His attacks on Scholasticism and the philosophical and 
theological schools up to that day, were soon employed to 
cover his attacks on dogma and the laws of the Church. 
In 1518 he places Scholasticism and Canon Law on the same 
footing, both needing reform.* 

The learned Martin Pollich, who was teaching law at the 
University of Wittenberg, looked at the young assailant 
with forebodings as to the future. He frequently said that 
this monk would overthrow the teaching which yct prevailed 
at all the universitics. “This brother has decp-set eyes,” 
he once remarked, “ he must have strange fancies.” © His 
strange cyes, with their pensive gleam, ever ready to smile 
on a friend, and, in fact, his whole presence, made an i 
pression upon all who were brought into close contact 
It is an undoubted fact, true even of his later days, 
that intercourse with him was pleasant, especially to those 
whom he honoured with his friendship or whom he wished 
to influence. Not only were his pupils at Wittenberg 
devoted admirers of the brave critic of the Schoolmen, bit, 
little by little, he also gained an unquestioned authority 











1 Kéotlin-Kawerau, 1, p. 129. 

* Seidemann, " Luthers Vorlesangen Gber die Psalmen,” 1, p. 215 
“ Werke," Weim. ed., 3, p. 319, 

* ToJoh. Lang, Prior at Erfurt, February 8, 1617.“ Briefwechsol,” 
1, p. 86: NiAil ita ardet animus, quam hisirionem ildum, qui tam vere 
Greeea larea ecclesia lusit, tnultia revrlare igmominiamque eiua cunctis 
osteridere,” De Wette has the letter incorrectly dated February 8, 1516. 

tor to Trutfetter, May 9%, 1518, " Bricfwechsel,"” 1, p. 187 

pus Keform.,” 3, p. 154, n. 83. 0, Waltz erroneously ques- 
tions this statement in *Zeitsehr. ££ Kirehengesch.,” 2, 1878, p. 628. 
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over the other professors, the more so as there was no one at 
the University able or willing to take the risks of a challenge. 

‘The psychological reaction on himself of so high a position 
at the University must not be undcer-cstimated as a factor 
in his development. He felt himself to be a pioneer in the 
struggle against Scholasticism, and one called to reinstate 
a new theology. 

His attitude to mysticism was absolutcly different from 
that which he assumed with regard to Aristotle and Scholas- 
ticism. 

Luther speaks in praise of Tauler for the first time in 
1516, though he had probably become acquainted with him 
earlier. At about that same time a little booklet, “ Theologia 
Deutsch,” exercised a great influence upon him. 


In @ letter to Lang—who was also inclined to look with favour 
on Tauler, the master of German mystic theology—Luther 
betrays how greatly he was attracted by this writer. In his 
sonorous, expansive language, he spesks of him as a teacher 
whose enlightenment was such, that, though utterly unknown in 
the theological schools, he contains ‘more real theology than all 
the scholastic theologians of all the universities put together. He 
also repeatedly assured his hearers thet Tauler’s bool of sermons 
had “led him to the spirit. 

At that time Luther showed great preference for the exhorta- 
tions of the German mystics on self-abasement, apathy and 
abnegation of solf. “ Theologia Deutsch,” that little work of an 
unknown Frankfort priest of the fourteenth century, which ho 
carno across in.a MS.,so faccinated him that, adding to it a prefaco 
and his own namo, “ Martinus Luder,” he published it in 1516 at 
Wittenberg. It was the first occasion of his making use of tho 
press ; this first edition was, however, incomplete, owing to tho 
stato of the MS.; the work was finally reissued completo and 
under the title which Luther himself hed selected, viz. “A 
German Theologis,'" in 1618. In the sub-title of the first edition 
he had called it # “ noble spiritual booklet,”* and in the preface 
hed praised it, saying that it did not fioat like foam on the top of 
tho water, but that it had been brought up from the bottom of 
the Jordan by a true Israelite.* In the first edition he had 
orroncously attributed the booklet to ‘Ta in the'second ho 
says it is equal in morit to Tauler's own writings. Yet, to tell the 
truth, it is far from reaching Tauler’s high standard of thought. 
Luther, however, assures us that, next to the Bible and St. 
Augustine, he can mention no book from which he has learned 
more of the nature of God, Christ, man and all other things, than 
from this work. When he forwarded a printed. copy of the first 























1 Preface to his firs 
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edition to Spalatin (December 14, 1516), he wrote, that Tauler 
offered a solid theology which was quite similar to the old ; that 
he was aequainted with no theology more wholesome and evan- 
gelical, Spalatin should saturate himsclf with Tauler's sermons 5 
“ taste and sec how sweet the Lord is, after you have first tasted 
and seen how bitter is everything that is ourselyes."* 

In addition to tho authors mentioned, the mysticism of 
Pscudo-Dionysius the Areopagite and of Gcrard Groot, the 
founder of the Community of the Brethren of the Common Life, 
were known to him, That ho was, or had been, fond of reading 
the writings of St. Bornard, we may guess from his many—oiten 
misunderstood—quotations from the same. 

‘Luther was also well able, whilst under tho influence of that 
inwardness which he loved so much in the mystics, to make his 
‘own their truly devotional and often moving language. 

In a friendly letter he comforts, as follows, an Augustinian at 
Erfurt, Georg Leiffer, regarding his spiritual troubles : he 
Cross of Christ is distributed throughout the whole world and 
each one gete a small piece of it. Do not throw yours away, but 
lay it, like a sacred relic, in a golden shrine, i.e. in a heart filled 
h gentle charity. For oven the wrongs which wo sufler from 
mon, persceutions, passion and hatred, which aro caused us 
either by the wicked or by those who mean well, are priceless 
relies, which have not indeed, like the wood of the cross, bean 
hallowed by contact with our Lord’s body, but which have 
been blessed by His most loving heart, encompassed by His 
ndly, Divine Will, kissed and sanctified, Tho curse becomes a 
blessing, insult becomes righteousness, suffering becomes an 
aureole, and the cross a joy. Farewell, sweet father and brother, 
and pray for me.” 























5. Excerpts from the Earliest Letters 


The above letter of Luther's is onc of the few remaining 
which belong to that transition period in his life, His letters 
are naturally not devoid of traces of the thcolegical change 
which was going forward within him, and they may there- 
fore be considercd among the precursors of his future 
doctrine. 

His new theolegical standpoint is already apparent in 
the charitable and sympathetic letter of encouragement 
which, as Rural Vicar, he sent to one of his brother monks 
about that time, “Learn, my sweet brother,” he writes 
to George Spenlein, an Augustinian of the monastery of 
Memmingen, ‘learn Christ and Him Crueificd, learn to 
sing to Him, and, despairing of your own self, say to 
Mim: Thou, Lord Jesus, art my righteousness, but I am 

1 * Correspondence,” 1, p. 75. 
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Thy sin; Thou hast accepted what I am and given me what 
Thou art; Thou hast thus become what Thou wast not, 
and what I was not I have received. . . . Never desire,” 
he exhorts him, “a purity so great as to make you cease 
thinking yourself, nay being, a sinner; for Christ dwells 
only in sinners; He came down from heaven where He 
dwells in the righteous in order to live also in sinners. If 
you ponder upon His love, then you will become conscious 
of His most sweet consolation. What were the use of His 
death had we to attain to peace of conscience by our own 
trouble and labour? Therefore only in Him will you find 
peace through a trustful despair of yourself and your 
works.” 

A similar mystical tone (we are not here concerned with 
the theology it implicd) shows itsclf also here and there in 
Luther's later correspondence. The life of publie contro« 
versy in which he was soon to engage was certainly not 
conducive to the peaceful, mystical tone of thought and 
to the cultivation of the interior spirit; as might have 
been expected, the result of the struggle was to cast his 
feeling and his mode of thought in a very different mould. 
It was impossible for him to become the mystic some 
people have made him out to be owing to the distractions 
and excitement of his life of struggle.® 

In the above letter to Spenlein, Luther speaks of this 
monk's relations to his brethren. Spenlein had previously 
been in the monastery at Wittenberg, where Luther had 
known him as a zealous monk, much troubled about the 
details of the Rule, and whe even found it difficult to have 
to Jive with monks who were less exact in their observance. 
“When you were with us,” says the writer, “ you were 
under the impression, or rather in the error in which I also 
was at one time held captive, and of which I have not even 
now completely rid mysclf (‘ nondum expugnavi’), that it 
is neecssary to perform good works until one is confident 





2 Letter of April 8, 
dates it April 7.) 

2 “Luther nover became by his diligent study of Tauler a mystic 
in the atrict senso of the word. Ho makos his own morely tho language 
of mysticism. Ho often uscs the same expressions ax Tauler, but with 
another moaning, indeed he even unconscious! 
his own views,” H. Bohmer, “ Lather i " sae 
chung. Leiptig, 16, pr 38 (omiated inthe dnd ditions 1010). 





16, ‘* Briefwechscl,"" 1, p. 29. (De Wette 
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of being able to appear before God decked out, as it were, 
in decds and merits, a thing which is utterly impossible. 
Luther is desirous of hearing what Spenlein now thinks, 
“whether hc has not at lust grown sick of self-righteousness 
and learnt to breathe frecly and trust in the righteousness 
of Christ.” ‘‘ If, however, you believe firmly in the righteous- 
ness of Christ—and cursed be he who docs not—then you 
will be able to bear with careless and erring brothers patiently 
and charitably; you will make their sins your own,” as 
Christ docs with. ours, ‘and in whatever good you do, in 
that you will allow them to participate . . . be as one of 
them and bear with them, To think of flight and solitude, 
and to wish to be far away from those who we think are 
worse than ourselves, that is an unhappy rightcousness. 
. «On the contrary, if you are a lily and a rose of Christ, 
then remember that you must be among thors, and beware 
of becoming yourself a thorn by impatience, rash judgment 
and scerct pride... . If Christ had willed to live only 
amongst the good or to dic only for His friends, for whom, 
pray, would He ever have dicd, or with whom would He 
have lived ?” 

Spenlcin was then no longer living ina monastery subject to 
the Rural Vicar. It is even probable that he had left Witten- 
berg and the new Vicar’s district on account of differences 
of opinion on the matter of Observance. He betook himself 
to the imperial city of Memmingen, presumably because a 
different spirit prevailed in the monastery there. This would 
scem to explain how Luther came to speak to this doubtless 
most worthy religious of “ unhappy righteousness,” inter- 
preting the state of the case in his own perverse fashion, 

Among the other letters despatched in 1516 that to Lang 
at Erfurt deserves special attention ; in it Luther expresses 
himself in confidence, quite openly, on the disapproval of 
his work and of his theological standpoint which was showing 
itself at Wittenberg and at Erfurt. 








His study of St. Augustine had put him in @ position to recog- 
nise, on internsl grounds, that a work, “On truo and falso 

nance,” generally attributed to this African Father, was not 
‘He tells his friend that his opinion of the book had 
“given great offence to all.” ; though the insipid contents of the 
same were 80 far removed from the spirit of Augustine, yot it 





1 September (2), 1516, “ Briefwechsol,”” 1, p. 54 ff. 
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was esteemed because it had been quoted and employed by 
Gratian and Peter Lombard a one of Augustine's works. That 
he had beon aware of this and nevertheless had stood up for the 
truth, that was his crime, which hed aroused the enmity par 
ticularly of Dr. Carlstadt’; not, howover, that he cared very 
much ; both Lombard and Gretian had done much hrm te 
consciences by means of this stupid book. 

‘His opinion regarding the spuriousness of the work was in tho 
end generally accepted, oven, for instance, by Bellarmino ; 
Trithemius, moreover, had been of the same opinion before 
Luther's time; in his attacks on its contents, however, Luther, 
led astray by his false ideas of penance, exceoded all bounds, and 
thua vexed, beyond measure, his colleagues who at that time 
still held the opposite view. 

According to this letter, ho had also challenged alll the eritics 
of his new ideas in o disputation held by one of his pupils under 
his direction, ‘*'Thay barked and scroeched at me on account of 
my lectures, but their mouths wore to bo stopped and tho opinions 
of others heard.” It was a question of defending his erroneous 
doctrine, rogarding the absolute helplessness of naturo, which he 
hed meantime formulated, and to which wo shell return im- 
mediately. In consequence, he says, all the 'Gabrielists " (i.e. 
followers of the scholastic Gabriel Biel) here, ea well as in the 
Faculty at Erfurt, were nonplused. But I knowmy Gabriel quite 
‘8 well as his own wonderful, wonderstruck worshippers; ‘he 
writes well, but as s00n as he touchos on grace, charity, hope, and 
feith, then, like Scotus his leader, he treads in the footprints of 
Polagius.””” Luther was quite free to dissent from the view, even 
of so good a professor as Biel, in this question of grace and virtue, 
but, already at that time, he had denounced as Pelagian several 
doctrines of tha Church. Among those who were angered was the 
theologian Nicholas von Amsdori, who took his licentiate at the 
same time as Luther, and became later on his closo friend. 
Amadorf secretly sent’ one of Luther's theses, of which he dis- 
approved, to Erfurt, but afterwards allowed himself to be 
pacified. 














The humanistic tendency which was at that time begin- 
ning to make its way had, as we sce from the letters, little 
part in the rise of the Lutheran movement at Wittenberg. 

The view that Luther's new teaching was duc to the dircet 
influence of the mode of thought of such men as Hutten, 
Crotus and Mutian is incorrect. On the contrary, Luther, 
full as he was of his one-sided supra-naturalism, was bound 
to disapprove of the Humanist ideal and made no sceret of 
his disapproval. In his letters in 1516 he also found fault 
with the satirical and frivolous attacks of the Humanists 
on the state of thc Church and. the theological Icarning of 
the day. He considered the “ Epistole obscurorum virorum” 
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impucent, and called the author a clown.’ A similar work 
by the same group of Humanists against the “ Theolo- 
gasters,” entitled “Tenor supplicationis Pasquitliana:” 
—as he informs Spalatin, himsclf a Humanist—he had held 
up to the ridicule of his colleagues, as it richly deserved on 
account of the invective and slanders which it contained. 





He appealed to Spalatin to draw the attention of Erasmus to 
his misapprehonsion of rightoousness as it appears in the Epistle 
to the Romans ; he says thet Erssmnus overrates tho virtues of 
heathen heroes, whereas even the most blameless of men, even 
Fabricius and Regulus, wore miles eway from righteousness 5 
cuteide of faith in Christ there is, sccording to him, no righteous- 
ness whatever; Aristotlo, whom everybody follows, likewise 
knew nothing of this righteousness; but Paul and Augustine 
teach it; what Paul calls self-righteousness ia not merely, as 
Erasmus says, a righteousness founded on the obsorvances of the 
Mosaic Law, but any righteousness whatever which springs out 
of works, or out of the observance of any law ; Paul also teaches 
original sin in the fifth chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, a 
fact which Erasmus wrongly denies. With regerd to Augustine, 
he could unfold to him (Erasmus) St. Paul's meaning better than 
ho thinks, but ho should diligently road tho writings against the 
Pelagians, above all the De Spirits ef littera, Augustine there 
takes a firm stand on the foundation of the earlier Fathers 
(Luther's quotations from his authorities show how much 
the study had fascinated him). But after Augustine's day, 
dead literalism became the general rule. Lyra’s Bible Com- 
mentary, for instance, is full of it; tho right interpretation of 
Holy Scripture is also wanting in Faber Stapulensis, notwith- 
standing his many excellencies. Hence, he writes, we must fall 
back on Augustine, on Augustine rather than on Jerome to whom 
Erasmus gives the prefarence in Bible matters, for Jerome keeps 
too much to tho historical sido; ha rocommonds Auguatine not 
merely because he is an Augustinian monk, for formerly he him- 
self did not think him worthy of consideration until he “ fell in’” 
(incidissem) with his boo! 

Augustino’s On the Spirit and tho Letter." a work dedicated 
to Marcellinus, and dating from the end of 412, with which 
Luther had become acquainted in 1515, had a lasting influence on 
him. In this book the great Doctor of the Church strikes at the 
very root of Pelagianism and shows the necessity, for the 
accomplishment of supernatural good works (‘*facere et perficere 








} To Spnlatin, about October 5, 1516, “ Briefweoket, 

* Tid. 

2 To Spalatin, October 19, 1516, ‘* Briefwechsel,” 1, p. 63, Spalatin 
took his advice, a8 his letter to Erasmus (" Opp. Erasmi,” ed, Lugd. 
Bat., 3, col. 1579 eq.) shows. ‘The letter is also printed in “ Brief 
weelisel,” 1, p. 65 


"1, p. 62. 
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tonum"), of inward grace which he calls “ spiritus" in contra= 
distinction to outward graco which he terms “ littera.” Luther, 
however, referred this necessity more and more to everything 
good, even to what is purely natural, hence his loud. accusations 
soon after against the theology of tho Church as savouring of 
Pelagianiem. 

Humanism at that time stood for a Pelagian view of life and 
therefore could not be altogether sympathetic to Luther, Its 
influence on him, especially in his youth, cannot, however, be 
altogether disregarded; he had been bronght into too close 
contact with it in his studont days and also during hia theological 
course at Erfurt, and his mind was too lively and too open to the 
currents of the time for him not to have felt something of itseffects. 
‘The very extravagance of his criticism of things theological may, 
in part, be traced back to the example of the Humanists. 


From Luther's lectures on the Psalms, as well as from 
his sermons and letters till 1516 inclusive, we have adduced 
various elements which may be considered to forebode the 
greater and morc important change yet to come. They 
are, indeed, not exactly precursors of What one designates 
usually as the Reformation, but rather of the new Lutheran 
theoFogy which was responsible for that upheaval in the 
ecclesiastical, ethical and social sphere which beeame known 
as the Reformation, 


6. The Theological Goal 


Before continuing in a more systematic form the examina- 
tion of the origin of Luther’s new theology, of whieh we have 
just sccn some of the anteccdents, we must cast a glance 
at the crroncous theological result which Luther had already" 
reached in 1515-16, and which must be considered as the 
goal of his actual development. 


Several of the above passages, from sermons and letters of the 
years 1515-16, have already in part betrayed tho result. It 
Appears, however, in full in the lectures on tho Epistle to the 
Romans delivered between the autumn, 1515, and the summer, 
1816, already several times referred to.' Everyone who has 
followed the course of Luther research during the last decade will 
recall the commotion eroused when Denifle announced the 
discovery in tho Vatican Library of @ copy hitherto unknown 
of Luther's youthful work (Palat. 1826). Much labour has since 
boon expended in connection with the numerous passages quoted 
from it by this scholar. A popular Protestant history of dogma 
even attempted to arrange Denifle’s quotations so as to form with 








+ See below, chapter vi, p. 1 ff. 
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them a complete picture.! Meanwhile a complete edition of the 
lectures on the Epistle to the Romans has been brought out by 
Johann Ficker which will serve ae the foundation for » proper 
treatment of the new material. It may, however, be of interest, 
and serve to recall the literary movement of the last few years, 
if wo here sum up Luthor's errors of 1516 according to the 
extracts from the lectures on the Epistle to the Romans adduced 
by Denifio. ‘The present writer, on the ground of his study of the 
Vatican copy undertaken previous to the appearance of Ficker's 
edition, can assure the reader that. the extracta really give the 
kernel of the lectures. Some additions which ho then noted as 
elucidating Denifle'a excerpts are given in the notes according to 
the MS. and alongside of the quotations from Denifle; overy- 
where, however, Ficker's new edition has also been quoted, 
referonce being made to the scholia, or to tho glosses, on the 
Epistle to the Romans, according as the passages are taken from 
tho one or the other part of Luther's Commentary. 


The Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans really 
represents the first taking shape of Luther's heretical 
views. From the very beginning he expresses some of them 
without concealment, It is clear that during his prepara- 
tion for these lectures in the summer and carly autumn of 
1515 things. within him had reached a climax, and, over- 
coming all seruples, he determined to take the decisive 
step of laying the result of his new and quite peculiar views 
before his audience at the University. At the very 
commencement his confident theses declare that the com- 
mentator will deduec everything from Paul, and as we 
prececd we see more and more clearly how his immersion 
in his mistaken interpretation of the Epistle to the Romans 
—that decp welll of apostolic teaching—led him to propound 
the false doctrines born of his carlicr antipathy for Scholas- 
ticism and liking for pseudo-mysticism. 

In the very first pages Luthcr endcavours to show how 
imputed righteousness is the principal doctrine advocated 
by St. Paul in the Epistle to the Romans. Justification by 
faith alone and the new appreciation of works is expressed 
quite openly. 


“God has willed to save us,” this he represents as tho sum 
total of the Epistle, “ not by our own but by extraneous righteous- 
ness and wisdom, not by such as is in us or produced by our 
inner self, but by that which comes to us from elsewhere.” We 





1H, Loofs, “ Leitfaden zum Studium der Dogmengesch," 4, 1906, 
pe 702 fh 
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must rest altogether on an extraneous end foreign righteousness,”” 
he repests, “and therefore destroy our own, i.e, our homely 
righteousness” ("* non per domestica sed per extraneam iustitiam,”’ 
etc.).? So fascinated is he by the terrifying picture of self-righteous- 
ness and holiness by works, thet he is more than inclined to 
weaken the inclination for good works, though he indeed declares 
thorn necessary : according to him they produce in man a scli- 
consciousness which prevents him regarding himself as un- 
ighteous and as needing the justification of Christ. ‘The truly 
righteous, such are his actual words, always believe “ that they 
aro sinners... they sigh until they are completely cured of 
coneupiscence, a release. which takes place at death.” Everyone 
muat bo distrustful oven of his good intontions, ho tolls his 
adversaries, ie. those who trust in themselves, who, thinking 
they are in'possession of God’s grace, cease to prove themselves, 
and sink daily into greater ukewarmness.”” Ho asks ironically 
whether “they acted from the pure love of God," for now, 
erroneously, ha will allow only the purest love of God as a motive.* 
Ho writes : “he who thinks, that the greater his works, the more 
sure he is of salvation shows himself to be an unbeliever, a proud 
man and a contemner of the word. It docs not depend at all on 
the multitude of works [in the right sense this was admitted by the 
old theologians]; it is nothing but temptation to pay any 
attention to this.” Tt is mere ‘ wisdom of the flesh,” he thinks, 
for anyone to pay attention to the “difference of works” rather 
than to the word, particularly the inward word and ita impulses.? 

Here in his mystical language he states the following para 
doxical thesis: “the wisdom of the spiritually minded knows 
neither good nor evil ("* prudentia spiritualitm neque bonum 
neque malum acit’”); it keeps its eyes fixed always on the word, 
not on the work." He concludes: ‘let us only close our eyes, 
listen in simplicity to the word, and do what it commands 
whether it be foolish or evil or great or small” (* eive stultum sive 
malum, sive magnum sive parcwn pracipiat, hoc Jaciamus”).* As 
righteousness does not proceed from works we must so much 
the more cling to imputation, ‘Our works are nothing, we find 
in ourselves nothing but thoughts which accuse us . ... where 

















+ “Cod, Vat. Palat. 1826," fol. 77; Deniflo, 1%, “* Quellenbeloge.”” 
p. 313 f.; “Scholia to Romana” (Ficker), 

3 Fol. 121 and 122. ‘Scholia to Rom.,” p. 73: “ (Zuati) gemune 
«t implorant gratiam Dei. . « credunt semper, se ente peccatorca. « 
Sic humiliantur aie plorant, sic gernunt, donce perfecte oanent 
Ff in morte. « « « Si dizerimus quod peccatum now halemua, no 
seducimeus ( 8). . « « Confisi ae iam habere grotiam Dei o7 

-sccreta rimari, tepeacint cotidie," ete. The passage is @ con 
jon of that quoted by Denifle-Weiss, “Luther,” 1, p. 463, 10, 
and makes tho latter appear in different scnse somewhat more 
favourable to the righteous, 

* Fol. 230 ff, Seholia to Rom. 
Ionbeloge," p. 329. 

bid. 

































p- 241 £., im Denifte, 18,“ Quel- 








96 LUTHER THE MONK 


shall we find defenders 1 Nowhere but in Christ . . . the heart, 
it is truo, reproves @ man for his evil works, it accuses him and 
witnesses against him. But he who believes in Christ turns at 
once [from himself] to Christ and says : He has done enough, He 
is righteous, Ho is my defence, He died for me, Ho hes made His 
righteousness mine and my sin His. But if Ho has made my sin 
His, then it is no longer mino and I'am free, If He has made His 
righteousness mine, then I am righteous through the same 
righteousness as Ho."'* 

‘Hero then tho sinner, as Luthor teaches in 
(see above, p. 88 ff.), simply casts himself upon Christ and hides 
himself just as he is ‘‘ under the wings of the hen" (p. 80), 
comforting himself with the doctrine of imputation. The old 
Chureh, on the contrary, not only pointed to the merits of Christ 
{see above, pp. 10, 18} but alzo to the exhortations of St. Paul 
where ho calls for zealous, active co-operation with the Divine 
grace, for inward conversion in the spirit, for works of penance 
and for purification from sin by contrition in order that our 
reconciliation with God and reel pardon may become possible. 
Hence, while the Catholie doctrine conceives of justification as 
an interior, organic procewa, Luther is beginning to take it as 
something exterior and mechanical, as @ process which results from 
the pushing forward of a foreign righteousness, as if it wore © 
curtain, Ho turna away from the Catholic doctrine according to 
which a man justified by a living and active faith is really in- 
corporated in Christ as the shoot is grafted into the olive tree, or 
the branch on tho vino, ie, to a new life, to an interior ennobling 
through sanctifying grace and the infused supernatural virtues of 
faith, hope and charity. 

Nevertheless Luther himscli was affrighted at the theory of 
faith alono, and imputation. He feared lest he should be re- 
proached with setting good works aside with his doctrine of 
imputed merit. Ho therefore explains in self-defence that he 
did not desire @ bare faith; “the hypocrites and the lawyers ” 
thought they would be saved by such a faith, but according to 
Paul's words a faith was requisite by which we “ approach 
Christ" (“ per quem habemus accessum per fidem,” Rom. v. 2). 
‘Those aro therofore in error whe go forward in Christ. with over- 
great certainty, but not by faith; as though they would be saved 
by Christ, for not doing anything themselves and giving no sign 
of faith. ‘Theeo parsoss too mul faith, or, better still none ab 
all. Both must exist: “ by faith” and “by Christ ” ; we must 
do end suffer gladly all that. we enn in the faith of Christ, and yet 
account oursolyca in all things unprofitablo servants, and only 
through Christ alone think ourselves able to go to God. For the 








lottor to Spenlein 






























465, n. 15“ Schol. to Rom.” 
the passnze fol. 15: lo-Weiss, 1, p. 627, ne 13“ Schol. 

121, where Luther's addition, omitted by Denifle, sume 
up everything: Zdeo omnca in iniqnitate id cal ininstitia naaciamen, 
morimur, sola autem reputatione miscrentis Dei per fidem verbi ius 
Susti einer.” 
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object of works of faith is to make us worthy of Christ and of the 
refuge and protection of His righteousness." With this is con- 
nected Luther’s insistence on the necessity of invoking God’s 
grace in order that we may be able to fight against our passions 
and to bring forth good works, and in order that tho passions, 
which in themselves are sin, may not be imputed by God." Thus 
can ‘the body of sin bo destroyed " and the ‘old man over- 
ome.” Luther admits, though with hesitation and in contra- 
diction with himself, works which prepare us for justification.‘ 








In spite of everything, in this first stage of his develop- 
ment, justification appears to him uncertain. He declares 
in so many words: “ We cannot know whether we are 
justified and whether we believe” ; and he can only add 
rather lamely : ‘we must look upon our works as works 
of the Law and be, in humility, sinners, hoping only to be 
justified through the inerey of Christ."® "He has no “ joyful 
assurance of salvation—which, in fact, had no place 





1 Fol. 159,“ Sohol. to Rom.,”* p. 132, where he reproves those 
“qui nimiurn sccuri incedunt per Chriatum, non per fidem, quasi vie 
per Chrisum aalvandi a si nihil operentur, nihil exhibeant de 
fide, Hi nimiam hatent fidem, imme nullam. Quare utramgue ficri 
eportet * per fidem,' ‘per Chriotum,’ ut in fide Chriati, omnia, quce 
Posse, jaciamus alque: patiamur ; et tamen tis omnibus servos inutites 
noe agnorcamus, per Chriaiuin solum auficientes nos confidamus ad 
accesrum Dei. ‘Omnibus enim operibus filed id ayilur, ut Christo e 
Auatitice eius refugio ac protectione tigni efficiamur.” 

* Fol. 190. Denifle-Weias, 1%, p. 518, n. 1; “ Schol, Rom.,” p. 
165 f. 

3 Fol. 173. “Schol, Rom.,” p. 156, he says of the text: "ut 
destruaiwer corpus peccati (Rom. vi. 6): “* Desirui corpus peccatt eat 
concupincentios carnis et veteria hominis frangi laboribus penitentia 
ef crecis, ac aic de die in diem minui eas ac mortificari, ut Col. iii, (W. 5), 































* Mortificate membre vestra, que sunt super terram.’  Sicut bide 
clarissime describit wtrunque hominem novuin et veterem.”” 
Fol, 100 and 160.“ Schol. Rom.,” p. 38 f.; Denifle-Weiss, 








P. 44, n. 1, where, however (line 9}, the Vatican copy reads rightly 
* potuil,” not™ oportuit” ; Hino 11 should read “ aummum ens, quod. 
Both are correct in Ficker. ‘The words “legem impleverunt,” line 16, 
really belong to another passage, 

* Fol. 132’. To supplement the quotation (Denifle-Weiss, 1, 
p-468), which is incompletely quoted, Ihave taken from the Vatican MS. 
(Ficker, “ Seholis to Rom.,”” p. 89) the following: “Qui awlem sie 
Limuerii et Rumiliter confercaa fuerit, dabitur ek gratia ‘ut iuatificelur 
ef dimiltatur peceaturn, & quid forte per occullam et ignoralam incredu- 
Uatem fecerit, Sic Lob verebatur omnia opera sua. Et Aposiolua non 
aibi conacius fuit, et tamen non in hoc ve iustificatum muat, Ac per hoc 
soli Christo suatitia relinquitur, aoli ipei opera gratice et apiritus ; nos 
Gulem nemper in_operibua levis, semper inivati, srmper peccatorra, 
feccundum illud Ps. xxxi. (v. 6): "Pro hac orabit ad te omnis 
sanctus” There follows an invective against the proud man: “gui 
‘ae credere pputat et omnem fide porsidere perfecte,” 
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whatever in the new teaching as expounded by Luther 
himself—and its name is always drowned by the loud ery 
ofsin, Even saints, on account of the sin which still clings 
to them, do not know whether they are pleasing to God. 
If they are well advised, they beg solcly for the forgiveness 
of their sin which lies like lead on their conscience, “That 
is,” the mystic explains, “ the wisdom which is hidden in 
seeret” ('' abscondita in mysterio”), because our righteous- 
ness “ being entirely dependent on God’s decree remains 
unknown to us.” ? 

Luther cannot assure us sufficiently often that man is 
nothing but sin, and sins in everything. His reason is that 
concupiscence remains in man after baptism, This. con- 
cupiscence he looks upon as real sin, in fact it is the original 
sin, enduring original sin, so that original sin is not removed 
by baptism, remains obdurate to all subsequent justifying 
gracc,* and, until death, can, at the utmost, only be 
diminished, He says expressly, quite against the Church’s 
teaching, that original sin is only covered over in baptism, 
and he tries to support this by a misunderstood text from 
Augustine and by misrepresenting Scholasticisrn.® 

















Augustine teachen with clamess and procieion in many 
passages that original sin is blotted out tism and entire 

Fomitted ;*" Luther, however, quotes in tn the ‘opposite ‘lect. 
‘The passage in question occurs in De nuptiis ef concupiscentia 
(L, ¢. xxv., n, 28) where Luthor makes this Father say: sin 
(peceatum) is forgiven in baptism, not so that it no longer remaii 
Dut that it is no longer imputed! Whereas what Augustine 
actually says is: the concupiscence of the fiesh is forgiven, etc. 
(""dimitii concupiscentiam carnia non ut non si, sed ut in peccatum 
non impulelur”). And yet Luther was acquainted with the true 
reading of the passage—which is really opposed to his view—as 
he had annotated it im the margin of the Sentences of Peter 
Lombard, where it is correctly given.* Luther, after having thus 


1 Fol. 154. “ Scholia Rom.,” p. 124. The saints begged for for- 
giveness because in thom " peccatum manifeatum est cum speis, opud 
te ipsoe el in conacientia sua... Ne desperent misericordiam in 
Christo intocant ef ila ezaudiwntur. Here ent aapientia abscondila in 
mysterio.” He concludes : our righteousness. is unknown to us, “quia 
in ipso et consilic eius (Drs) tota pendet.” 

¥ Passages in Deniflo-Weise, 11, p. 470 ft. ; p. 482 ff. Cp. p. 442 ft. 

+ Fol. 144’. Denifle- Weiss, 1%, p. 455, n. 4, and p. 482, n. 3; "*Bchol. 
Rom.” p. 108 A. 

4 Gp, Denifto, 1 
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twisted the passage as above, employs if frequently later.* In 
‘the original lecture on the Epistle to the Romans he has, it is 
true, added to the text, after the word pecealum,” the’ word 

“ coneupiacentia,” aa tha now editor pointa out, in exeusa of 
Lather.t But on the preceding page Luthor aeds in exactly the 
same way in two passages of his own text where he speaks of 
“ peceatum,” the word “ concupiscentia,”’ 80 that his addition to 
Augustine ‘cannot be regarded as a more correction of 8 false 
citation, all the less since the incorrect form is found unaltered 
elsewhere in his writings.* 

‘As regards Scholasticiam, Luthor holds that its teaching on 
original sin was very faulty, because it “dreamt” that original 
sin, like sctual sin, was entirely removed (by baptism).* This is 
‘one of his first attacks on a particular doctrine of Scholasticism, 
his earlier opposition having been to Scholasticiam in general. 
‘The blame he here administers presupposes the truth of his view 
that concupiscence and original sin come under the same category, 
and that the former is culpable. Almost all the Scholastics had 
made the essence of original ain to consist. in the loss of original 
justice, whilst allowing that ita "materiale," aa they called it, 
lay in concupiscence, so that without any “dream " it waa quite 
easy to concoive of original sin aa blotted out, whilo the 

materiale” or “formes peccati" or concupiscence remained. 
Other examples of how Luther, partly owing to his ignorance of 
true Scholasticism, came to bring the most glaring charges 
‘egainst that school, will be given later. 











Actual sins remain, according to Luther, even after 
forgiveness, for they too are only covered over. Formerly, 
it is true, he admits having believed that repentance and 
the sacrament of penance removed everything (‘omnia 
ablata putabam et evacuata, etiam intrinseee ”), and therefore 
in his madness he had thought himself better after confession 
than those who had not confessed.* ‘‘Thus I struggled 
with myself, not knowing that whilst forgiveness is certainly 
true, yet there is no removal of sin.” 





1 ‘Thus “Werke,” Weim. ed., 2, pp. £14 and 731; 
p. 110 and 344; 8, p. 93.“ Worko,” Erl. ed., 15, p. 54; 16, p. 
41; 63, p. 131; “Tischrodon,” ed. Forstomann, 2, p. 485 4, p. 
391} ote. Cp. Deniffo, I, p. 461. "He may in time have come to beliove 
‘the words were really Augustine's. 
* Ficker, p. xli. and xxix. 
* Op. Denifle, 1, p. 457 ff., on the whole question ; he also points 
out two other falsifications of Augustine's views committed by Luthor. 
«* Schol. Rom.,”" p. 108, 
* Op. Denille, 1, pp. 458, 602 ff, 
* Fol. 144°, Denitie-Weias, 1%, p. 455, n. 45 “ Schol. Rom.,” p. 109, 
‘The continuation of this passage, which is not without importance, is : 
“Ita mecum pugnavi, nesciens quod remiesio quidem vera sit, aed tamen 
‘non ait ablatio peccat. 
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Not only does real sin continue to dwell in man through 
concupiseenee, but, according to a further statement of 
Luther, the keeping of God’s law is impossible to man. 
“As we cannot keep God’s commandments we are really 
always in unrighteousness, and therefore there remains 
nothing for us but to fear and to beg for remission of the 
unrighteousness, or rather that it may not be imputed, 
for it is never altogether remitted, but remains and requires 
the act of non-imputation.? 

But how, then, he must have asked himself in following 
out the train of thought of his new system, if, owing to the 
depravity of human nature as the result of original sin 
there remains in man no [recdom in the choiee of good ? 
“Where does the freedom of the will come in?” he asks, 
as it follows from the Apostle’s teaching that “ the keeping 
of the law is simply impossible ” (‘+ secpius dizi, simpliciter 
esse impossibile legem implere?").2 He hesitates, it is true, 
to deny free will, but only for a moment, and then tells us 
boldly that the will has been robbed of its frecdom (of 
choosing) good. * Had I said this, people would curse me,” 
but, according to him, it is St. Paul who advocates the 
doctrine that without grace there is no freedom of the will 
in the choice of good which can please God.? Here we have 
4 foretaste of the doctrine Luther was to express at the 
Leipzig disputation and clsewhere, viz. that the freedom 
of the will for good is merely a name (“ es de solo titulo "),4 
and of that later terrible thesis of his that free willin general 
is dead (“*léberum arbitrium est mortuum”),5 a thesis he 
defended more particularly against Erasmus. 

The young Monk was thus prepared to admit all the 
consequenées of his new ideas, whereas the Apostle Paul, 
more particularly in his Epistle to the Romans, reeognises 








pilus ex qua Dei preeeeptum 
enti merito numus, nihil 
‘reatal, [quara] ul iredicium aemper limeamua eb pro temissione initatitice, 
immo pro nonimpuatione oremua ; quia nunquam remittitur omnino, 
aed manct at indiget non imputationes” Of the true Catholic docti 
inability of man and God's grace, Deniflo treate very well (1, 
a16-31). 
* Fol, 193, Denif_o-Weiss, 1", p. 608, n, 15 “ Schol, Rom,” p. 183, 
* Ibid. 


215, Cp. 2 p. 124, 
0, quotes, amongst 
reson ean only take 
















* Denifle-Weiss, 14, p. 909 ; 
‘others, Luther's later’ thesis that mero hum 
for good what is evil. 
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the ability of man for natural goodness, and speaks of the 
law of nature in the heathen world and the possibility and 
actuality of its observance. “They do by nature the things 
of the law” (om. ii, 14). Luther will only allow that they 
do such things by means of grace, and the word grace again 
he uses merely for the grace of justification, His opinion 
with regard to the virtues of the heathen sages is noteworthy. 
He says that the philosophers of olden time had to be 
damned, although they may have been virtuous from their 
very inmost soul (“ex animo et meduilis”), because they 
had at least experienced some self-satisfaction in their 
virtue, and, in consequence of the sinfulncss of nature, 
must necessarily have succumbed to sinful love of self.1 
Not long after, ie. as early as 1517, he declares in his MS, 
Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews their virtues 
to be merely vices (" revera sunt vilia ”).2 

But what place is given to the virtues of the righteous 
in Christianity ? “ As even the righteous man is depraved 
by sin he cannot be inwardly righteous without the merey 
of God. . In the believers and in those who sigh un- 
righteousness is absent only because Christ comes to their 
assistance with the fulness of His sinlessness, and covers 
over their imperfections.” Even when we “do good, we 
sin (“bene operando peccamus), so runs his paradoxical 
thesis ; “* but Christ covers over what is wanting and docs 
not impute it? And why do we always sin in doing good ? 
“Because owing to concupiscence and sensuality we do 
not perform the good with the intensity and purity of 
intention which the law demands, i.e. not with all our might 
(‘ex omnibus viribus,’ Luke x. 27), the desires of the flesh 
being too strong.”* The Church, on the other hand, teaches 
that good works done in the state of sanetifying grace are 
pleasing to God in spite of concupiscence, which, it is truc, 
remains after baptism and after the blotting out of original 








{ Fol. 72. Denifl, 14 “ Quellenboleyo.” p. 313 “ Sehol. Rom.,” 


r t Fol, 75. Vatican MS. of Commentary on Hobrews ; Denitle- 





. 1@ continuation of passago 
 p. 503, n, 5: Non poteat 
ustua ‘eaee, quum eit fomite corruptue, . 
iniquitas non invenitur in credentibue ct gementibue quia ouc 
Christua de plenitudine puritatia ouce ct tegit corum hoo imperfectum.”” 

“Fol. 153. Denifle-Weiss, 1, p. 603, n. 5; ‘Schol, Rom.,” p. 123. 









Google ERSITY OF CAUIFORNA 





102 LUTHER THE MONK 


sin which ensued, but which is not sinful so Jong as there is 
no consent to its enticements. 

As regards the distinction between mortal and venial 
sin, we find Luther’s doctrine has already reached its later 
standpoint, according to which there is no differenee between 
them. In the same way he already denies the merit of good 
works. “It is clear,” he writes, ‘‘that according to sub- 
stance and nature venial sin does not exist, and that there 
is no such thing as merit.”1 All sins, in his opinion, are 
mortal, because even the smallest contains the deadly 
poison of coneupiscence. With regard to merit, according 
to him, even "the saints have no merit of their own, but 
only Christ’s merits.”? Even in their actions the motive 
of perfect love was not sufficiently lively. “If it might be 
done unpunished and there were no expectation of reward, 
then even the good man would omit the good and do evil 
like the bad,"? 

With this pessimistic view of Luther’s we conclude our 
preliminary glance at the theological goal to which his 
development had led him, We will not at present pursue 
further the theme of pessimism which might be brought out 
more clearly in the light of the doctrine contained in his 
Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans regarding 
absolute predestination to hell, and resignation to hell as 
the highest act of virtue.4 All the new doctrines we have 
passed in review may be regarded as forerunners of the great 
revolution soon to come; we see hcre in these questions 
of doctrine the uttcr lack of respect and the boldness which 
the originator of this revolutionary theology will, later on, 
manifest against the Church, when it became clear that, 
without being untrue to herself, she could not approve his 
teaching. Meanwhile the conncction of these doctrines 
among themselves and with the coming world-historie 
movement calls for further elucidation. We need offer no 
cxeuse for attempting this in detail in the following pages. 











4 Fol. 153, “Schol. Roma," p. 128: “ Patet quod nullum cat 
peceutum veniale ez eubelantia ef natura ava end nee meritam.” 

2 Fol. 153’. “Schol, Rom.,” p. 124: “ Diria, ut quid ergo merita 
sanctorwin adeo procdicantur. Reapondeo, quad non aun conam merit 
aed Chriats in 

2° Fol. 121, 12 
p7t 

On Predestinution se below, chapter vi. 2. 











Denife-Weis, 14, p. 453; “ Schol. Rom." 
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The history of Luther's development has passed into the 
foreground of literary interest by reason of the works 
which have appeared within the last few ycars, and, owing 
to the numerous sources and particular studies recently 
published, the historian is now in the fortunate position of 
being able to offer a surc solution of much that has hitherto 
been doubtful on a subject which has always exercised, 
and doubtless will continue to exereise, people's minds. 
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CHAPTER II 


THE STARTING-POINT 


1. Former Inaccurate Views 


Tue views formerly current with regard to the origin of 
Luther's struggle against the old Church were due to an 
insufficient knowledge of history, and might be ignored 
were it not that their after effects still remain in literature. 

It will be sufficient to mention three of these views. It 
was said that the Church’s teaching on Indulgences, and 
the practices of the Quwstors or Indulgence-preachers, 
first brought Luther into antagonism with the Church 
authorities and then gradually entangled him more and 
more in the great struggle regarding other crroncous teach- 
ings and usages, As a matter of fact, the question of In- 
dulgences was raised only subsequent to Luther's first great 
departures from the Church's doctrine. 

‘Then it was said that the far-secing teacher of Wittenberg 
had from the very first directed his attention to the reforma- 
tion of the whole Church, which he found sunk in abuses, 
and had therefore commenced with a doctrinal reform as 
a necessary preliminary. As though Luther—this is what 
this childish view presupposes—had before him from the 
beginning the plan of his whole momentous work, or sat 
down to draw up a general programme for the reforma+ 
tion of doctrine, commencing with the fall of Adam. We 
arc to belicye that the Monk at once severed all connecting 
tics with the whole of the past, in faith as well as in the 
practical conception of the Church’s life; that he went 
through no previous long inward process, attended for him 
by a weary conflict of soul; that, in fact, such a world- 
stirring revolution had been dependent on the will of one 
man, and was not the result of the simultaneous action of 
many factors which had, at the outsct, been ignored and not 
taken into consideration. The whole struggle for the “ better- 
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ment of the Church” was a gradual development, and the 
co-operating clements led their originator, both in his 
teaching and his practical changes, far beyond what he 
had originally aimed at. When Luther, brooding over 
original sin, grace and justification, first began to set up 
his new ideas against the so-called sclf-righteous and ‘‘ little 
Saints ” of his immediate surroundings, he did, it is true, 
now and again spcak excitedly of the reforms necessary 
to mect certain phases of the great decline in the public 
life of the Church ; but the Doctor of Holy Scripture was, 
as a matter of fact, far more preoccupied with the question 
of the theology of Paul and Augustine than with the abuses 
in the Church and outer world, which were, to tell the truth, 
very remote from the Monk’s cell and lecture-room. 

The third view is also incorrect which has it that it was 
tivalry between two Orders, viz. dissatisfaction and envy 
on the part of the Augustinians against the Dominicans, 
which sct the Mank on his career. The Augustinians, it 
was said,! were annoyed with the rival Order because the 
preaching of the Indulgence had been entrusted to its 
members and not rather to so eapable a man as Luther. 
Notwithstanding the early date at which this charge was 
made, even by Luther’s own contemporaries, the fact 
remains, that not only were there Augustinian Indulgence- 
preachers, as, for instance, Johann Paltz, but that Luther's 
erroneous teaching had already made its appearance before 
he had as yet commenced his struggle with Tetzel, and 
before he had even thought of the Dominicans Pricrias and 
Cardinal Cajetan. Jealousy against his adversaries, the 
Dominicans, afterwards added fuel to the flame, but it was 
not the starting-point. 

Moreover, in treating here of Luther's starting-point, 
we are not sccking to determine, as was the case with the 


+ Aawertions in this sense lightly made by Co 
were accepted x trun by Inter writers, such as Car 
Hosius in his “ Confutatio proligomenorum Brentit” 5 
finds acceptance oven among recent polomies. Emser only said. 
“he was now beginning to suspect” that Luther had e: 
because there was ' nothing to be made out of the induc 
for you (Luther) or your party, and because ‘Tetzel and 
instead of your party were entrusted with the indulgence business.” 
“A venatione Luteriana Ezorcrotis asecrtio,” fol. ex, November, 
Cechlens meant lis accusation rather more seriously, but 
forward no proofs. 
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three views mentioncd above, the origin and points of 
contact of the whole movement comprised under the name 
of the Reformation, but only of the first rise of Luther's 
new opinions on doctrine, These originated quite apart 
from any attempt at external reform of the Church, and 
were equally remote from the idea of breaking away from 
the Pope or of proclaiming freedom of belief or unbelief, 
though many have foncicd that these were Luther's first 
aims. 

Points of contact have been sought for not only in 
Humanism and its criticism of Church doctrine, but more 
particularly in the teaching and tencts of Hus, Luther's 
starting-point being traced back to his deep study of the 
writings of John Hus, which had ultimately led him to 
revive his errors; most of Luthcr’s theses, so we are told, 
were merely a revival of Hus’s teaching. This view calls 
for a closcr examination than the othcrs. 

A priori we might casily fancy that he had been Ied to 
his teaching on the Church by means of the writings of 
Wiclif and Hus, for here we do find a great similarity. But 
it is precisely this teaching on the Chureh which is not to 
be found amongst his carlicr errors; he reached his views 
on this subject only as a result of the conflict he had to 
wage, and, moreover, even then he brought them forward 
under varying aspects. Erasmus, it is truc, thought it 
fair to say, not merely of his teaching on the Church, but 
of his teaching in general, that if “ what he has in common 
with Wiclif and Hus be removed, there would not be much 
left," Erasmus docs not analyse Luther's assertions, 
otherwise he would certainly have experienced some diffi- 
culty in bringing out in detail his supposed dependence, 
We do not, however, deny that there may be some coti- 
nection on certain points. 

Luther himself is absolutely silent as regards having 
arrived at his ideas through Wiclif and Hus. He evidently 
considers himself quite independent. In his carlier years 
he oven speaks very strongly against the Bohemian hereties 
and the Picards, as he frequently calls the Husites. In his 











2 Purgatio adv. epiatolam non sobriam Lutheri.® 1832, p. 447, in 
“Eraami Opp.” t. 10, Lugd., Batay., 1706, p. 1555: "Si tolls... 
quer illi conveniunt cur I. Hus e 1. Wiclevo aliéaque nonnullis, fordanse 
Non multum reatabit, quo veluts proprio glorictar.” 
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Commentary on the Psalms he regards them simply as 
hereties,! and in his lectures on the Epistle to the Romans 
he once instances the * haresis Pighardorum ” as an example 
of the wilful destruction of what is holy.?- Later, however, 
at and after his public apostasy, and cven shortly after the 
Leipzig Disputation, he defends some of Hus’s doctrines, 
and the result of his perusal of Hus’s work, ‘* De ecclesia,” 
was to make him more audacious in upholding the views 
it contains.? This quite explains the great sympathy with 
which he afterwards speaks of Hus and his writings in 
gencral, and the passionate way in which he blames the 
Catholic Church for having condemned him. He says in 
1520: “In many parts of the German land there still 
survives the memory of John Hus, and, as it did not fade, 
I also took it up, and discovered that he was a worthy, 
highly enlightened man... . See, all ye Papists and. 
Romanists,” he cries, “* whether you are able to undo one 
page of John Hus with all your writings.” That book 
of Hus’s sermons which he found as a young student of 
theology in the monastery library at Erfurt (p. 25), he 
declares that he laid aside because it was by an arch- 
heretic, though he had found much good in it, and had been. 
horrified that such a man had suffered death as a heretic; 
as he had at that time convinced himself, Hus interpreted 
Scripture powerfully and in a Christian manner.' We also 
know that Luther relates that Staupitz had told him of 
Proles, his predecessor, how he disapproved of Johann 
Zacharic, one of the most capable opponents of Hus, and 





1“ Worke,” Weim. ed., 3, pp. 202, 334. Cp. W. Kohler, ‘Luther 
und die Kirchengesch.,”” (1900), p. 168 f. 

4“ Schol. Rom..” p. 315. 

+ W. Kohler, #id., p. 225: “ In his acquaintance with tha sources 
Luther hardly risea above tho average. Eck is auperior to him in thia 
point, for ho deals with the various sources as an expert, which Luther 
never was. Emser also was not behind Luther. .'. that Luther 
became acquainted with Hun's ‘De Eccleaia ' at. an eatlier period than 
his friends and adversaries woo due to the kindness of the Bohemians, 
not to his own zeal in research. His 
made haste to catch up with him 

+“ Coneorning Eck’s latest Bulls.” Werko,"" Exl. ed., 24%, p. 28; 
Weim, od., 6, p. 691. Gp, Luther's "“Prefaccs and epilogues to some 
lettors of Hus” (1536 and 1537), “ Werke," Erl. ed., 65, p. 69 ff., and 
“Opp. Lat. var.” 7, p. 536 9. 

+“ Werke,” Eri. ed., 65, p. 81. See W. Kohler, iid., p. 1673 
“We may well ask here whether the experienco of later years doce 
not come in as well.” 











jonde aa well as his advorvarios 
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that Staupitz had agreed: the latter also held that ‘“ Zach- 
arie had gone to the devil, but that Hus had been unfairly 
treated.”1 This opinion reinforces that of Grefenstein, 
mentioned above.* Nor docs Luther, when speaking of his 
later development, ever admit having read Hus and other 
heretical books, or being in any way indcbted to them. On 
the other hand, he tries always to place himself above Hus. 
What Hus, according to him, discovered was quite insig- 
nificant (“minora et pauciora”); he only commenced bringing 
the light which had in reality to come from him (Luther).* 
He only “reproved the abuses and the life of the Pope,” he 
says on a later oceasion, “ but I put the knife to his throat, 
I oppose his existence and his teaching and make him 
merely equal to other bishops; that I did not do at first,"4 
icc. I did not commence that way. It is certainly truc that 
at the beginning he made no attempt to oppose the Papacy 
and the power of the Church. 

At any rate, and this is what is most true in the above 
statements regarding Luther's connection with Hus, the 
feeling against Rome which Hus had stirred up, and the 
memory of the latter, proved of assistance to Luther when 
he came forward and brought him a speedier success 5 
he himsclf says on one occasion: “ It is a tradition among 
honest people that Hus suffered violence and injustice,” 
and calls the belief that Hus was condemned by false 
judges “robustissima,” so that no Pope, or Kaiser or 
University can shake it. 

Protestant biographers, as is well known, are fond of 
representing the inward process through which Luther 
went in the monastery, agreeably with his own descriptions 
in later years. Unable to find peace of conseience and 
assurance of salvation in the “works” of his monastery 
life or of the Papscy, his one aim had been to arrive at the 
knowledge of a“ mereiful God,” and for this purpose he had 
been obliged to uncarth in Holy Seripture the long-forgotten 

4“ Werke,” Erl ed, 65, p. 80f.; 24% p. 27 f.; Weim, ed. 6, 
p. 500 f 


= * Werke,” Weim. ed.. 6. p. 591. Sco above, pe 26. 
“Luther und die Kirchengesch,,” p. 226, and “ Opp. 

















p. 216, 
od. Bindscil, 3, p. 240 f. 
3 Cp. Kabler, p, 105 {from * Werke.” Weim. ed, 185 5 
ibid. p. 223 + “Tt is cortain that Luthor ud read not hing of Watts 
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doctrine of justification by faith. Some Protestant writers 
dwell not so much upon his longing for ccrtainty of salvation 
as upon his desire for virtue and true righteousness. ‘* Oh, 
when wilt thou become pious and do enough ?”1 Others 
again complete the picture by laying stress upon his recogni- 
tion of the concupiscence which is always reigning in man 
and which is sin, and of man’s inubility to keep the com- 
mandments ; it was his recognition of this which “ produced 
Luther's theology ; his whole doctrinc of justification 
culminated in the warfare against sin.” All these de- 
seriptions are, however, bascd on an uncritical acceptance 
of Luther's later accounts of his life in religion, accounts 
plainly inspired by his polemic against the old Church, 
and intended to illustrate his false assertion that, in the 
cloister and in the Papacy, the way to obtain grace from 
God was utterly unknown. 








‘Here wo will mention only cursorily some of Luther's later 
statements, purporting to give a picture of his life as a monk. 

To these belong the assertion that in the monastery he had not. 
preyed with faith in Christ, because “no one knew anyth 
about Christ: that there the Saviour was known only as a strict 
Judge, and that he had therefore wished there were no Saviour 
“TL wished there had been no God.” None of us” believed at 
all that Christ was our Saviour, and, by dint of works, we “lost 
our baptism.” We wore always told: “* Torment. yourself in the 
monastery . . . whip yourself until you destroy your own ain; 
that was the teaching and faith of the Pope.”? it was a cursed 
life, full of malignity, was the life of that monkery.”* 

The apostate monk’s object in ell those statements regarding 
his interior or exterior experiences in the monastery was to strike 
‘at the Catholic Church. 

We certainly cannot accept as historie the picture of religious 
prectice, or malpractice, given in the following ; whenever his 
eyes fell upon a figure of Christ, owing to his popish upbringing, 
he ‘* would have preferred to see the devil rather than Christ ” ; he 
had thought that he had been raised to the company of angels,” 
but found he had really beon “ among devils”; he had " raged.”” 
in his soarch for comfort in Holy Scripture ; ho had also con- 
tinuously suffered “a very great martyrdom and the task- 
mastership ” of his conscience.“ Self-righteousness " only had 


1 Werke," Erl. etl., 19% p. 152, 

* Deniffe has shown from a large number of passages which Luther 
knew, that tho Church at that time represented "God the Lord always 
as a merciful and gracious God, not ms the stern judge“ whom it was 
necessary “to propitinte by works” (Denitle, 1¥, p. 400 Fi., pp. 420, 
421). 

Ss Werke,” Eile edi, 49, p. 315, 
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counted for anything; so great was it that he had been taught 
not to thank God for the Sacrament, but that God should thank 
him ; but, notwithstanding all these orrors, he had always sought 
after a “merciful Cod” and had at last found Him by coming 
to understand His gospel. 

The birth and growth of this fable in the mind of Luther as 
he advanced in years will occupy us later. The present writer 
may point out, that no convincing answer has been given to the 
objections against the legend which he made public even prior 
to the appearance of Denifle's first volume,! and which were 
repeated thoroin independently, and at considerably greater 
length. On the Protestant side, too, much more caution is now 
being observed in the use of Luther's later descriptions of his own 
development, the tendency being to use contemporary sources 
instead. This is seen, for instance, in the studiea by Braun on 
Luther's theory of concupiscence and by Hunzinger on Luther’ 
mysticism, which will be quoted later. 








In explanation of the inner process through which Luther 
went, the primary reason for his turning away from Catholic 
doctrine has been attributed by some Catholics to serupu- 
Tosity combined with an unhealthy sclf-righteousness, which 
by an inward reaction grew into carelessness and despair. 
How far this view is correct, and how far it requires to be 
supplemented by other important factors, will be shown 
further on. 

Mcanwhile another altogether too summary theory, a. 
theory which overshoots the mark, must first be considered, 





2. Whether Evil Concupiscence is Irresistible? 


Formerly, and even in recent times, many writers on 
the Catholic side have endeavoured to prove that the 
principal motive for Luther's new opinions lay in worldli- 
ness, sensuality, and more especially sins of the flesh. In 
order to explain his teaching attempts were made to establish 
the closest connection between Luther's views with regard 
to the survival of sin in man without his consent, the 
covering over of man’s guilt by the merits of Christ and the 
worthlessness of good works on the one hand, and on the 
other a nature ravaged by sinful habits, such as was attri- 
buted to the originator of these doctrines. The principal 
argument in favour of this view was found in the not unusual 
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experience that intellectual crrors frequently arise from 
moral faults. When, however, we come to examine Luther's 
character more narrowly, we at once perceive that other 
factors must be taken into consideration in his inward 
change, so that, in his case, it is not easy to decide how far 
his new ideas were produced under the pressure of his own 
sensuality. It was taken for granted that, owing to habitual 
moral faults, and through constant indulgence in the 
eoncupiseence of the flesh, he had been reduced to a state 
of utter inward degradation. Now, in point of fact, beyond 
what has been already quoted nothing can be found re- 
garding his moral conduct previous to his change of view. 
No other circumstances are known concerning Luther than 
those already mentioned and those to be given later. 
It is true that history docs not possess the all-sceing eye 
of Him who searches the heart and the reins; the sources 
containing information concerning the youth of Luther, 
before and after his profession, arc also very inadequate ; 
nevertheless, we must admit that the only arguments upon 
which the assertion of his great inward corruption could 
historically be based, namely, actual texts and facts capable 
of convincing anyone, are not forthcoming in the material 
at our command,! 








+ Various passages which are supposed to prove Luther's moral 
faulte, or defects in his character, have simply been passod over in 
the above as insufficiont. Thus what ho says regarding his stete in 
the monastery : “ Even whore it was only 8 question of a small tempta- 
tion of death or sin, I fell” (* Werke,” Erl. ed., 31, p. 279). “This 
““fall,”’ according to’ the context, does not refer to @ yielding to the 
attacks of evil desires, but the ostensible melting away of his trust in 
a merciful God. It is quite apparent that ‘a temptation of death ” 
cannot be understood in the former, but only in the latter sense. 
‘Luther once says that the doctrine that sin is oxpelled all at once and 
that graco is infusod also all at: onco in justification drives a man to 
despair, as his own experience teaches ; for it is clear that sin dwells 

swith 

















mention hero the toxt wrongly quoted in which, ase proof of his 
haughty bearing, epoaking of o cortain theological interprotation, he 
saya: “‘legi mille auctores,” though ho wae thon but ® young men 
(*"Werke,"” Weim, od. 9, p. 62; gloss to the Sentences). What ho 
really says is; “lege mille auciores,” ie. you will not find it otherwise 
in» thousand writers; tho “legi"" is only @ misprint. 

‘Tho statement which has beon quoted aso proof of the self-deception 
which his pride engendered in him, viz. that God had placed him in his 





Google INIVERSITY OF CA 


112 LUTHER THE MONK 


It Luther did actually teach the fatal invincibility of 
coneupiscence (of this we shall have more to say later), 
yet he might well have arrived at this view by some other 
way than that of constant falls and the abiding experience 
of his own weakness and sinfulness. It is at least certain 
that sad personal experience is not the only thing which 
gives rise to grave errors of judgment. 

Nor does the manner in which Luther represents concu- 
piscence prove his own inward corruption. He docs not 
make it to consist merely in the concupiscence of the flesh, 
and when he says that it is impossible to conquer concu- 
piseence he is not thinking merely of this. When he speaks 
of concupiscence, and of a “fomes peccati” in man, he 
usually means coneupiscence in the wide theological sense, 
ive. as the attraction to every transgression which flatters 
our imperfect and evil nature, in particular to selfishness, 
as the centre around which clusters all that is sinful—pride, 
hatred, sensuality, ete. 

Luther certainly teaches, even at the outset, as we shall 
point out later, that the will of man, by Adam’s Fall, has 
lost in our ruined nature even the power to work anything 
that is good or pleasing to God, and therefore that it is 
impossible for man, in his own strength, to withstand sin 
and its lusts. 

But he does not bring forward this doctrine under cir- 
cumstances and in words which give us te understand that 
he was guided by the intention of showing any indulgence to 
concupiscénee; on the contrary, he would like to encourage 
everyone to oppose concupiscence by means of grace and 
faith. Numerous texts might be quoted which clearly show 
this to have been the case. 

In what sense then does he allow the irresistibility of 
concupiscence ? We shall find the answer in what follows. 





‘office as one quite “invincible,” reete on a similar misprint. Instead 
‘of “ invictinsinum,” as irr Enders (‘* Briefwechsel,” 1, p. 21), we should 
road “ invitissimum,” sccording to W. Walther’s correct’ rendering, 
‘and the idea is one which often recurs in Luther, viz. that God had 
called him to the office in spite of his disinelination. Nor can his want 
Of the spirit of prayer be proved by his statement that he often followed 
the office with so much distraction that “the Psalm or the Hour 
(Hore) was enced before I noticed whether I was at the beginning o 
in the middle” (“ Werke,” Erl. cd., 23, p. 22). If he were speaking 
‘of voluntary inattention, ‘that would be something different, but the 
imagination of one 80 much occupied aa he was might well be greatly 
distracted quite unintentionally. 








Google 


ON CONCUPISCENCE 118 


He frequently expresses the truth, taught by faith and 
experience alike, regarding the continuance of concupiscence 
in man, even in the most perfect, and he does so in terms 
so strong that he scems to make concupiscence invincible. 
We ean also see that he has a lively sense of the burden of 
coneupiscence, that he cherishes a certain gloomy distrust 
of God's readiness to come to man’s assistance —a distrust 
connected with his temptations on predestination —and 
that he undervalues the helps which the Church offers 
against evil desires. Finally, he secs in the very existence 
of concupiscence a culpable offence ayainst the Almighty, 
and declares that, without grace, man is an unhappy 
prisoner, who in conscquence of original sin is in the fullest 
sense incapable of doing what is good. 

In his Commentary on the Psalms (1512-15-16) he still, 
it is true, upholds the natural frecdom of man as opposed 
to his passions. In the Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Romans (1515-16), and frequently in the scrmons of that 
period, he indeed sacrifices this frecdem, but even there he 
insists that the grace of God will in the end sceure the victory 
to those who scek aid and pray humbly, and he also instances 
some of the means which, with the efficacious assistance 
of God, may help to victory in the religious life, To this 
later standpoint of the possibility of resistanee with the 
assistance of gracc he adhered to his cnd. Exhortations 
to struggle not only ayainst actual sins, but also against 
the smouldering fire of eoncupisccnee—whieh must be ex- 
tinguished more and more in the righteous until at length 
death sets him free—oceupy many pages of his writings. 
The jarring notes present in the above teaching do not seem 
to have troubled him at any time ; he secks to conceal them 
and to pass them over, Never once does he enter upon a 
real theological discussion of the mest difficult point of all, 
the relation of grace to free will. 

Luther also speaks of our freedom and our responsibility for 
our personal salvation in his Commentary on the Psalms: * My 
soul is in my own keeping; by the freedom of my wi 
maka it eternally happy or eternally unha 
rejecting Thy law.’ 
soul is always in my hands,” and although I am free to do eitber, 
yet I have not “ forgotten Thy law."* He defends the principle 

1“ Worko,"” Weim. ed., 4, p. 295. Cp. ibid., 9, p. 112, Luther's 
marginal note on Anselm's “* Opuscula.” which has the same meaning. 
Denifle-Weiss, 1, p. 607, n. 3. 

at 
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of the theologians, that God does not refuse His grace to him 
who doos his best (‘*facionté quod cet in se, Deus non denegat 
gratiam). He teaches also that it is possible to prepare for 
grace which is always at hand.* 

“Whoever kecps the law,” he writes in the lectures on the 
Epistle to the Romans, at a time when he had already denied the 
freedom of tho will for good, ‘tix in Chrixt, and grace ix given hit 
according aa ho has prepared himself for it to the best of his 
power."* Without grace man is, it is true, unable to do any- 
thing that is good in God's sight, but “ the law of nature is known 
to everyone, and therefore no one is excusable " who doca not 
follow it and fight against evil. Grace, according to him, sets the 
‘enalaved will in the righteous free again to work for his salvation. 
“After he has reccived grace, he has been sct free, at least to 
work for his eternal salvation."* ‘This remarkable passage 
together with its continuation will be considered later when we 
deal more fully with the Commentary on Romans. We may 
also draw attention to the fact, that in his Notes on Tauler's 
sermons, written about the came time as the Commentary, quite 
against ‘the supposed utter inability of the will for good, he 
acknowledges the natural inclination in man towards good—the 
0-ealled Syntheresis, or moral good conscience.* 

In hia lectures on Romans he insists that, * by means of works 
of penanee and the cross,” concupiscence must be fought against 
without intermission, forecd back and diminished; ‘the body 
of sin” must, according to the Apostle, be destroyed.’ Luther 
must therefore certainly have regarded man as capable of resist- 
ing his evil passions, at any rate with assistance from above. 

‘Of his later statements it will suffice to mention the following : 


























1 Werke,” Weim, ed., 4, p. 262: “ Reete dicunt Dortores, quod 
homini facirnti quoel in se eat infallibiliter dat gratiam et licet non de 
condigno ace ponsit ad gratiam prapararr, quia cst incomparabilia 
(correct view of the supematural) tamrn bene de congruo prapter pro 
Iiasioncm intam Dei ct pactan miacricordie.” The hest Scholastica, 
Love al the “ie congrno.” ‘The proposition 
“ Facie nfaltibiliter dat” instead of the usual “non 
dencyat ep. pp- 407, 415). 

* Besides the former passnge, see for” congue ae diaponere,” Weim. 
ed, 4, p. 328. Though Luther cmphaxises at the same time the gratis 
esac of grace, yor Loofs (**Digmensesch.,.” 4, p, 700) is not altogether 
wrong, having regard for Luther's nominalistic views, in saying: “wo 
Must at least: consider his opinion at that time agcrypto-semi-Pelagian.”” 
He is rightly indignant with Kostlin (“ Luthers ‘Theologie,”® p. 67 f£.) 
for haying “attempted to conform these passages with Luther's later 
views.” 

+ Fol, 100, Denifle, 1, p. 414, n, 5; “Schol. Rom," p. 38: 
“per aud preeparationem ad eamdem, querniaun in ae eat.” 

“Fol. 100, Denifle. 1. p. 414. 0. 4: ° Rom, Schol..” p. 37. 

# Fol, 212. Denifle-Weiss, 1, p. 508, n, 2; ° Schol, Rom..” p. 212: 
“habita autem gratia, (arviteivm) propre factem eal liberum, aaltem 
respiectu alt 
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“If I will not leave sin and become pious,” ho says of the struggle 
ainst evil, “I may indeed strive to become the master, and 
God's property, and to bo free, but nothing will come of 
Or again: ‘As long as wo live hero, evil desires and passions 
remain in us which draw us to sin, against which we must strive 
and fight, as St. Peter says (1 Peter ii. 11 £.). We must therefore 
always exercise ourselves and pray always and fight against sin 
. « . a8 often as you feel yourself tempted to impatience, pride, 
unchastity or othor sins... you must forthwith think how 
best to withstand these arrows, and beg the Lord Jesus that your 
sin may not gain the upper hand and overeomo you, but that it 
may be conquered by His grace.""* ‘Do you wish to keep alll the 
commandments,” he says later, ‘to bo free from your evil 
desires and from sin, as the commandments require and demand, 
then seo you beliove in Christ”? 

Further, if we consider those passages in Luther's earlier 
writings alleged as proofs of his belief in the irresistibility of con- 
cupiscence, we find that in every case they merely emphasise the 
inevitable continuance of concupisconce in man, without in any 
way implying the necessity of our acquiescing in the same, and 
without excluding grace. In the Heidelberg Disputation of 1518 
he says for instance, “Why do wo hold coneupiscence to te 
irresistible? Well, try and do something without the interference 
of concupiscence. ' Naturally you cannot. So then your nature 
is incapablo of fulfilling tho law." ¢ Elsewhere also Luther lays 
much stress upon the indostructibility and the impossibility of 
rooting cut of men the smouldering fire of evil, the “ fomes 
peecati,” though he is wrong in making this condition equivalent 
to 8 culpable non-fulfilling of the law by man; he is mistaken 
not only in his common statement that man’s evil inclination, 
‘even though involuntary, is sinful in God's sight, that it is in 
fact original sin, and that it would carry man to damnation were 
God not to impute to him Christ’s righteousness ; he also errs 
by unduly magnifying the power of concupiscence, as though 
the practice of virtuo, prayer and tho reception of the Sacraments 
did not weaken it much more than ho is willing to admit. 

In 1515 ho declares that evil concupiscence or sin “cannot 
be removed from us by any counsel or work,” and that “we all 
recognise it to be quite invincible ("invincthilem esse concupis- 
centiam penitue”);* invincible, i.e. in the sense of ineradicable, 


ke," El. ed., 43, p. 388. 

2 Warke,” Eni. ed., 15, p. 63 f. 

3 [bid., 27, p. 180 f.; Weim. od., 7, p. 24, Von der Freiheit cines 
Christenmensehen, 13 

«* Werko,”” Weim. ed., 1, p. 374. Seo below, chapter viii, 3, 

5“ Werke," Weim, ed 1, p. “Opp. Lat. var.” 1. p. 6&: 

“Si eognasratur, quod nullia covaiiis, nuliia curilite nostri eenenpi- 
scentia cx nobis possit auferri, et hive contra lrqem eat, quie dicit * 
concupinea’ et experimur omnes invincibilerm eaee concnpiaceaitian 
penitua, quid restal, nisi ut aapientia carnia ccaset et cedat, desperet in 
temetipea, pereat et humiliata aliunde querat auxiliun, quod sibi 
provstare nequit ? 
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for which reason, ax he again repeats here, it must at least be 
rendered innocuous by humisle prayer for God's help. In spite of 
the strong expression “ inrincdbiés,” and in spite of the com- 
parison he makes elsewhere between the evil inclination and 
‘Cerberus or Antious,! he does not go further here then in another 
assertion in the Commentary on the Psalms which has also been 
urged against hin: "the passion of angor, pride, sensuality, 
when it is aroused, is strong, yea invincible ("treme invincibilin’), 
fas experience teaches,” i.e. iv appears so to the person attacked 
by it. He had just remarked that in such a case we must hope in 
God and despair of ourselves. He describes in the strongest. 
terms, in the Commentary on the Psalms, the strength of con- 
cupiscence in habitual sinners who are not accustomed to turn to 
God's grace : “the sinnce who ia oppressed by vice, and fecls the 
dovil and his body of sin forcing him to evil, allows the inner 

« voice to speak constantly against sin, and severely blames himself 
in his conscience . .. reason and the moral sense, remnants left 
‘over from the ruin of original sin, awaken in him and ery without 
ecasing to the Lord, even though the will sins, forced thereto by 
sin.’"* We repeat, that in his Commentary on the Psalms he does 
not yet actually deny natural freedom in the doing of what is 
good. 


The view that man, without God’s grace, is entirely 
lacking in freedom with xgard to his passions—a view 
which, it is true, permcatcs Luther's Commentary on 
Romans—was not the starting-point of Luther's theologies! 
development. It was the end of the first stage through 
which he had passed. This doctrine reached later on its 
culminating point in his book, “ De servo arbitrio,” against 
Erasmus. Here, ut the head of his proofs, he openly 
confesses himsclf a determinist, admitting that Ged has 
decrecd beforehand all man’s actions; any such deter- 
minism is, however, wanting in his carlier life, nor is it to 
be found in his Commentary on Romans; Luther does not. 
yet show himsclf to be led by determinist idens. Even 
in his work against Erasmus there are no forcible grounds 
for attributing the origin of his new teaching to his inward 
corruption. Therein he merely denies the freedom of the 
will for good without grace, though he allows it to be free 
in indifferent matters, a somewhat inconsistent theory 
owing to the difliculty of determining cxactly the limita- 
tions of these indifferent things. 

Neither the Commentary on the Psalms nor that on 
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Romans gives us the impression of being the work of an 
immoral man, a fact which should also carry some weight. 
An author who at the fitst assault had capitulated to his 
evil desires would hardly have been able to conceal his low 
moral standard; he would rathcr have been tempted to 
join the Epicurcans or the Sceptics, or the unbelieving 
ranks of the Humanists, Of anything of the kind there is no 
trace in the books last mentioned. 

Their characteristic is rather—there is no harm in men- 
tioning it now—a certain false spiritualism, a mysticista, 
which, especially in the interpretation of the Epistle to 
the Romans, frequently follows quite devious paths. In 
consequence of his unceasing opposition to self-righteous- 
ness, of his poor idea of God and of human strength, and 
of his false mystical train of thought, Luther came to dismiss 
human freedom and to sct up the power of sin on the throne. 
Aristotle's teaching regarding the natural rightcousness 
which arises from good actions is particularly distasteful 
to Luther, and cqually distasteful to the nominalistic 
critic is the doctrine of supernatural righteousness through 
infused sanetifying grace, which he prefers to replace by 
the imputation of the merits of Christ. 














3. Tho Real Starting-point and the Co-operating Factors 


The real origin of Luther's teaching must be sought in 
a fundamental prineiple which governed him, which was 
fostered by the decline in his life as a religious and a pricst, 
and more particularly by his inordinate love of his own 
opinion and by the uncharitable criticisms he passed upon 
others. This was his unfavourable estimate of good works, 
and of any effort, natural or supernatural, on the part of 
man. 

This opposition to a principle, eommon to the Church 
and to monasticism, as to the necessity in which men 
generally and religious in particular stand of performing 
good works if they wish to please God, is the first deviation 
from the right path which we notice in him, Te ealled it 
a fight against “ holiness by works " and self-righteousness, 
and in this fight he went still further. He made his own 
the deadly error that man by his natural powers is unable 
todo anything but sin, To this he added that the man who, 
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by God's grace, is raised to justification through divinely 
infused faith and trust must, it is true, perform gocd works, 

but that the latter are not to be accounted meritorious. - 
All works avail nothing as means for arriving at righteous- 

ness and cternal salvation; faith alone effects hoth. Not 

at the outsct, but gradually, did he make his antagonism to 

good works the foundation of a doctrine built up under the 

influcnee of a lively imagination, a powerful and undisci- 

plined self-confidence and other factors which will be 

mentioned below. In his controversy with the ‘holy by 

works’’ he had exclaimed (p, 81) “there is no greater 

pest in the Church to-day than those men who go about 

saying ‘ we must do good works.’”” His real enemies were 

soon the traditional Catholic belicf and practice regarding 

good works and personal activity in general; he did not 

confine himself to cxpressing his ion with the 

Obscrvantines in his own Order or the possible excesses of 

other supporters of outward works. 

It is casy to recognise how this opposition to works runs 
like a dark thread through the first beginnings of his teaching 
of the new doctrine and onward through the whole course 
of his life. We may here, starting at the commencement, 
anticipate his history somewhat. 

“At the first,” so he says himself in later years, “ my 
struggle was against trust in works,”! and this is confirme 
by the MS, Commentary on Romans which he commenced 
in 1515 (sce below, chap. vi. 3). ‘The first occasion in his 
correspondence in which he allows his new views to appear 
is in 1516, in a recommendation to a friend that “ he should 
cultivate disgust with his own righteousness and despair 
of himself,” that this was better than to do as “ those who 
plague themselves with their works until they think they 
are fit to stand in God's sight."? THe expresses himself in 
a similar strain on self-righteousness in sermons preached 
at this time. 
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ne of thought also appears in a paradoxical form, 
of a disputation held at Wittenberg in 1516 under 
Honey. Man sins, so we find it said,“ when he does what 











‘Wer |. ed, 58, p. 

# To George Npentein, April efweehsel,” 1, p. 20 
“anima tea, pertian peojyriam tuatitiam, déacat in tuatitia Christé 
respirare alyne conjiere,” ete. ; sev above, p. 89. 


2 Seo above, p. 83. 
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is in him" (“quod est in se'’), and those who are “righteous in 
their own eyes” by reason of their good works, ie. all who do 
not simply ‘despair of themselves,” are condemned. This 
ruling thought also pervades another disputation of one of his 
pupils in 1517, where we rend : “every good work must needa at 
‘once make nature proud and puffed up,” and “‘ hope is not given 
us by our merits, but by suffering (painful interior struggles), 
which root out merit,” * i.e, which destroy every feeling of self- 
satisfaction grounded on merit, He tells one of his confidants in 
the same year that his great. aim was “ to grant nothing to human 
works, but to know only God’s grace.””* 

In his first German work, printed in 1517, the Commentary on 
the Seven Penitential Psalins, he opposes “all proud living 
and work and righteousness "’ and bewails the " spiritual pride, 
the last and deepest of all vices,""? with which, according to him, 
those are fillod who seek for “safety and false consolation” in 
their works instead of simply embracing tho “word of graco.”” 

fo places works so much in the background in his teaching ab 
‘that time, that he brings forward this objection against himself, 
whether, instead of elways speaking of grace, he should not speak 
more of “ human righteousness, wisdom and strength.” Instead 
‘of defending himself he declares “ a good life does not consist in 
many works"; to feel oneself ‘a miserable, damned, forsaken, 
sinner ” is better, even when God sends trouble of soul, which is 

a drop of foretaste of the pains of hell,” and which renders the 
human corpse quite ill and weak: such suffering makes a man 
like Christ who also bore the same.* 

When in 1518 he published his Latin sermon on Penanco, its 
chief thesis was that man’s part in his reconciliation with God 
counted for nought; we must despair in order to attain con- 
trition, at least. from the motive of fear of God ; wo must merely 
submit with faith to the action of grace. Whoover trusts to 
his contrition when receiving absolution, builds on the sand of 
his works ond is guilty of shameless presumption.”* 

‘He writes in tho samo year that blinded adversaries accuse 
‘him of condemning good works, morc especially that be dared to 
declare war against rosaries, tho Little Office, and other prayers, 
and yet the sum of his sermon was only this : “ that we must, not 
place our confidence in our own work.”* 

‘Thus the depreciation of works is the prevailing note, even in 
his first public utterances ; this it also remains, 

‘When he began his attack on religious vows, he supported his 


* Werke,” Weim, 




















+“ Disputation of Bartholomew Bembhardi 
149 ff. 
Disputation of Franz Gunther" ; iid, p. 228 
To Johann Lang, March 1, 1517, " Briefwechse 
He will not be one: “qué axbisrio hominis non nihil tribuit, 
“The Seven Fenitential Psalms; Werke.” 
Pp. 158 ff., especially pp. 160, 201, 211, 213, 219. For 
op. ihid., p. 557. 
#* Werko,” Weim. ed.. 1, pp. 319-24. 
* To Staupitz, March 3i, 1518, “* Bricfwechsel,” p. 175 £. 
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campaign by preference on the ostensible worthlessness of human 
works for obtaining merit in heaven ; vows were to be rejected 
because the heart must not seck its stay in works,? and in his 
attacks on the celibacy of the clergy and religious, he again 
declared that ha was attacking tha ‘false saints” who intrench 
themselves behind the holinoss of the works accomplished by 
them in e state superior to thet of family life, but that faith 
makes all outward things free.* This prejudice against works 
is the principal feature in his polemics; for instance, he explains 
to King Henry VIII in a rejoinder directed against him that 
the enemy he was called upon to overcome was the pestilential 
doctrine of the necessity of appearing before God with works 
(‘*velle per opera coram Deo agere), whereas works were good only 
in the eyes of man.? In season and out of scason, he pours forth 
his rage against the works in the Papacy with snch words as these : 
Away with masses, pilgrimages, Office in Choir, saint-worship, 
cowls, virginity, confraternities, rulea, and such-like, away with 
“ tho lousy works”; and so he preached to his very end in 1546.4 














It is not, however, sufficient to take as Luther's starting- 
point his opposition to good works, though this always 
remains the chief feature in his doctrine. Further fresh 
light may be thrown on the enigmatical process of his inner 
change if we consider various influences which contributed 
to lead him to his new doctrine and to develop the same. 

A preliminary glance at the case shows us, first of all, 
that Luther in his youth was trained in the theological 
school of Occam, i.c. in a form of theology showing great 
signs of decadence. The nominalistic, and more particularly 
the false anthropological speculations of Occam, d’Ailly 
and Biel, which did not allow its full rights to grace, called 
forth his opposition, and he soon lost all confidence in the 
old theology ;_in his exaggcration he went to the theological 
extreme contrary to Occamism and declared war against 
the ability of nature to do good. ‘This was a negative effect 
of Occamism. This view cneouraged him in his opposition 
to the * self-rightcousness ” which he fancicd he saw eve 
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where, even in the zeal of the Observantines for their rule, 
especially when he had already fallen away from the ideals 
of his profession, from monastic piety and the spirit of the 
priesthood. A boundless self-reliance began to possess him, 
and led him forward regardless of all. This was the ‘ wisdom 
of his own mind” of which he accuses himself in 1516 in a 
letter to a friend in the Order, speaking of it as the “ founda- 
tion and root” of much unrest; bitterly he cxclaims : 
“Oh, how much pain has the evil eye [this sclf-conccit] 
already caused me, and how much docs it continue to 
plague me.”? We may take these words more scriously 
than they were probably meant. His egotism and pride 
were flattered to such an extent by his imagination that he 
seemed to find everywhere confirmation of his own pre- 
conceived notions, Having read Tauler he at once con- 
sidered him as the greatest of writers, because he was able 
to eredit him with some of his own sentiments. Then again 
in Augustine, the Doctor of the Church, he found, as he 
imagined, 2 true reflection of his new doctrine. Devoid of 
the necessary intellectual and moral discipline, he allowed 
himself to be blinded by a fanatic attachment to his own 
opinion. 

Carried away by his own judgment and regardless of the 
teaching of all the schools, yea, cven of the Church hersclf, 
he passed into the camp of the enemy, perhaps without at 
first being aware of it ; he came to deny entirely the merit 
of good works as though they were of no importance for our 
salvation as compared with the power of faith, an idea in 
which he fortified himself by his one-sided study of Holy 
Scripture and by his misinterpretation of the Epistles of 
St. Paul, that preacher of the power of faith and of the 
grace of Christ. He was always accustomed to consider 
the Bible as his special province, and, given his character, 
it was not difficult for him to identify himself with it, and 
to ascribe to himself the discovery of great Seriptural 
truths till then misunderstood or forgotten; for instance, 
the destruction of man’s powers by original sin and their 
renewal by faith and grace, The false doctrine of the 
outward imputation of the merits of Christ came next. 
‘The school of Occam here prepared the way for him by its 
views on sanctifying grace and ‘ acceptation” (imputa- 

+ To George Leiffer, April 15, 1516, “ Briefwechscl,”” I, p. 31. 
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tion). Luther found in Occam's views on this subject no 
obstacle, but rather a support. This positive influence on 
him of Occam will be dealt with below (chap. iv. 8), together 
with other positive effects which decadent Scholasticism 
exercised upon him. Just as it suited his violent character 
to declare in no gentle words the renunciation of personal 
merit of every kind for the imputation of the merits of 
Christ, so the tendeney of his own religious life, which had 
become alienated from the ideals of his Order, encouraged 
him to make the whole moral task consist in a simple, 
trustful appropriation of the saving merits of Christ, in 
confidence, comfort and safety, notwithstanding the dis- 
sentient inner voiecs. 

Further, his study of false mysticism (see below, chap. v.) 
helped to clothe his new ideas in the deceptive dress of 
piety. To himself he seemed to be fulfilling perfectly the 
precepts of the mystics to seck everywhere the spirit and 
make smal] account of outward things: he imagined that 
Christ would be truly honoured, and the importance of 
Divine grace effectually made manifest, by despair of our 
own works, yea, even of ourself, The power which a 
mysticism gone astray exercised in those carly stages upon 
4 mind so full of imagination and fecling cannot be over- 
estimated, 

The oldest letter we have of Luther to Staupitz is in itself 
a witness to its writer’s sclf-deception; to his fatherly 
fricnd he speaks quite openly and even appeals to his 
sermons “on the Love of God” in support of his own 
errors, Staupitz had warned him in a friendly manner 
that in many places his name stood in very bad repute. 
Luther admits in this letter, written four months after he 
had affixed the known Wittenberg Theses, that his 
doctrine of justification, his scrmons on the worthlessness 
of works, and his opposition to the theology in vogue in 
the schools had raised a storm against him. People said 
that he rejected pious practices and all good works. And 
yet he was mercly a disciple of Tauler's theology, and, like 
Staupitz, had taught nothing clsc but that “we should 
place our confidence in none other than Jesus Christ, not 
in any prayers and merits and good works, because we are 
saved not by our works, but by God’s mercy.” If God 
were working in him, so he concludes enthusiastically, then 
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no one can turn him aside ; but if it was not God's work, 
then, indeed, no one ean advance his cause.! 

‘We must assume that at the beginning of his alicnation 
from the Church among other motives he was largely 
deecived by the appearance of good; there is, in any casc, 
nothing decisive to show the process as purely material, as 
a result of his efforts to relieve himself from his moral 
obligations, or as duc to.a worldly spirit. His responsibility, 
of course, became much greater when, as he advaneed and 
was able to review things more calmly, he obstinately 
adhered to his new views, and, as his sermons and writings 
prove, defended them, even against the best-meant criticism, 
with bitterness, hate and pussion, Self-love, which, even 
in his earlier life, had held too great a place, now took 
complete control of him, and the spirit of contradiction 
closed the gates for ever against his return, Luther’s 
character was one which contradiction only served to 
stimulate and to drive to extreme 

Thus his spiritual pride was his real misfortunc.* 

In his case we find a sad confirmation of what is fre- 
quently observed in the falling away from truth of highly 
gifted minds ; self-esteem and self-conceit suggest the first 
thoughts of a turning away from the truth, hitherto held 
in honour, and then, with fatal strength, condemns the 
wanderer to keep to the path he has chosen, Further 
concessions to the spirit of the world then follow as a conse- 
quence of the apostate’s continued enmity to the Church. 
Of the last moral decline so notiecable in Luther’s later life 
there is also no lack of similar instances, for it is the rule 
that after a man has been led astray by pride there should 
follow further moral deviations from the right path., The 
Monk’s subsequent breach of his vaws and his marriage 
with a former nun was a sacrilege, which to Catholic 
eyes showed plainly how he who begins in the spirit of 
pride, even though his purposes be good, may end in the 
flesh. 

At the carliest inception of Luther’s theological errors 
other elements may however be perceived which help to 








1 March 81, 1618, “ Bricfwoclwel,” 1, p. 175. 
* Pride brought him to fall and to de 
prevented his rising again and mado him despair of 
hussists us to. keop God's law which our concupiscenco resists 
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explain more casily his growing antipathy to so-called 
holiness by works, First, there was the real abuse then 
prevalent in the practice of works. Here we find a weak 
spot in the religious life of the time, nor is it unlikely that 
grave faults and repulsive excesses were to be found even 
in the Augustinian monasterics with which Luther was 
acquainted. We have already drawn attention to the 
formalism which in many cases had affeeted the clergy and 
the monastic houses. The often one-sided cultivation of 
exterior works, which, for instance, by the Indulgence- 
preachers, were proclaimed unfailing in their effects; the 
popular excesses in saint-worship ; far-fetched Iegends and 
exhortations to imitate the extraordinary practices of 
saintly heroes; the stepmotherly treatment meted out in 
the pulpit to the regular and ordinary duties of a Christian ; 
the sclf-intcrest, avarice and jealousy rampant in con- 
fraternities, pilgrimages and other public expressions of 
worship, faults which had slipped in partly owing to the 
petty cgotism of the corporations and Orders, partly to 
the grecd of their members, partly to a mania for false 
piety ; all this may well have made a painful impression 
on the Wittenberg Professor, and ‘have called forth his 
eloquent. reproof. His tendency to look at the worst side 
of things doubtless contributed, together with the above 
reasons, to fill him with distaste for good works in general. 

The extraordinary exaggerations of which he was guilty 
must, however, be imputed to himself alone. It has been 
said to his excuse that, as Rural Vicar, he had been able 
to acquire corrcet information regarding the state of things. 
But, as it happens, his frequent and unrestrained outbursts 
against abuses belong, at least in great part, to the time 
when he was a simple monk, who, apart from his journeys 
to Rome and Cologne and his stay at Erfurt, had seen little 
jc his cell beyond the adjoining walls of Wittenberg. 
His lectures on the Psalms and the Epistle to the Romans 
both offer strange examples of such exaggerations, though 
both were delivered before he had had any experience as 
Rural Vicar, 

Finally his own morbid personal condition must be taken 
into account; the after-cffects of his passing fit of serupu- 
losity, and the lasting feeling of fear which sometimes quite 
overmastered him. His inelination to doubts ceneerning 
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his election remained, and therewith also the moral results 
which the fear of being predestined to hell would naturally 
exereise upon his peculiar temperament. THe remained 
an outspoken predestinarian of the most violent type. (See 
chap. vi. 2.) He had to come to terms with this fear of hell, 
and his system shows the result; in many respects it 
appears as a reaction against the oppressive burden of the 
thought of etcrnal rejection. 

His state of fear, however, as already indicated, proceeded 
not merely from the numcrous temptations of which he 
himsclf speaks, but also from his own inward depression, 
from an affection, partly psychical and partly physical, 
which often prostrated him in terror. Only later, with the 
help of other facts of his inner life, will it be possible to 
deal with this darker side of Luther (vol. vi. xxxvi.). He 
pagincd that during these fits, in which troubles of con- 
science also intervencd, and which, according to his de« 
scription, were akin to the pains of hell, he was forsaken 
by Ged, and sunk in the cerie night of the soul of which the 
mystics treat. He also considered them at an carly pericd. 
as a trial scnt by God and intended to prepare him for 
higher things. In trying to escape from this feeling of 
terror, at the time of his change he embraced all the more 
readily ideas of false sccurity which seemed to be offered 
by the appropriation of the merits of Christ, and the rejection 
of all attempt to acquire merit on one’s own account. 
Psychologically, it is comprehensible that this solution 
scemcd to him te let a beam of sunlight into the darkness of 
his terror. Anxious to escape from fear he threw himself 
frantically into the opposite extreme, into a system of sclf- 
pacification hitherto unknown to theology. But even this 
new system did not scrve to calm him in the first stage of his 
crror. There was still something lacking, so he felt, in his 
doctrine, and to this he attained only in the second stage 
of the process by his discovery that the seal is sct on inward 
peace by the doctrine of the absolute assurance of salvation 
imparted by Faith, (Sce chap, x) 

Morbid fcars prevented any childlike trust in God taking 
root in a mind so incxplicably agitated as his. With what 
great fervour he prepared himself for his priestly ordination, 
and for cclebrating his first Mass, may here be illustrated 
by his own statement, that he then read Gabriel Biel's book. 
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on the Mass (“*Sacri canonis miss expositio literalis ac 
mystica”) “with a bleeding heart."” So he himself says 
later, when he also speaks of the work, then widely used, 
as ‘an excellent book, as I then thought.”"! From the tone 
of his Icttcr of invitation to his first Mass we can judge of 
his state of commotion, The confusion and trouble which he 
experienced at his first Mass, and the fear which scized him 
during the procession of the Blessed Sacrament, lead us to 
conclude that he was readily overcome by vain apprehen- 
sions combined with physical excitement. Here also belongs 
Luther's later statement concerning the fears which he 
(and others too) experienced when in thc monastery at 
the smallest ritual blunders, as though they had been 
great sins; such an assertion, though exaggerated and 
untrue, is probably an echo of his own troubled state 
during the liturgical ceremonies. 

Tt is possible that those fears may have been the cause 
of his great pessimism with regard to human works. They 
may have contributed to make him see sin in what was 
merely the result of fallen nature with its involuntary 
coneupiscences, without any consent of the will. Such fears 
may have pursued him when he began to brood over the 
doctrine of man’s powers, original sin and grace; we speak 
of his “ brooding,” for his inclinations at that time were 
to a melancholy contemplation of things unseen, The 
timidity which he had acquired in the carly days of his 
boyhood and at school doubtless had its cffect in keeping 
him in such moods, apart from his own temperament. 














On close examination of Luther’s theological studies we 
find that his preparation for the office of professor—so far 
as a knowledge of the positive doctrine of the Church, of 
the Fathers and of good Scholasticism is concerned—was 
all too meagre. 

‘He had not at his command the time necessary for penc- 
trating deeply into dogma or into its presentment by 
carlier exponents. What was said above of his course of 

















Tagebuch,” p. 18, Biel's much-esteemod book on 
composed principally of discourses to the clergy delivered 
al nt Mayenee by his friend and teacher Excling Becker 
of Brunswick. In the title Biel speaks of him as “vite pariter e 
doctrina prafulyidus.” Adolt Franz, “* Die Messe im deutschen Mittel- 
alter " (1902), p. 090 ft 
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studies must, however, be supplemented by some further 
details. 


Aftor his ordination in Erfurt, at Easter, 150 
two-year coursa of theology to which alone the pri 
Augustinians obliged him. In addition to the lectures, which, 
fas was usual, wero bascd on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, 
there was also to Office in Choir; the pupils of the Order were 
indced on lecture days not obliged to attend Matins, Sext and 
Compline, but the latter had to be said by Luther privately. as 
he was a priest, While the lectures on the Sentences were still 
in progress, Luther was pursuing his scriptural studies. Before 
the full time had expired however, after about eighteen months 
of theological study, he was, as mentioned before, called to the 
University of Witienberg at the commencement ‘of the winter 
term, 1508, in order to deliver “ Lectiones public” on moral 
philosophy, i.e. on the Nicomachean Ethies of Aristotle. Ho 
‘was, it is true, expected to prosecute his theological studies at tho 
same time by attending lectures, but for this he can scarcely have 
found much time, seeing that he had himself to give 8 daily 
lecture of one hour on so difficult a subject as the Ethics in the 
Faculty of Philosophy. A capable young man. was needed by 
Staupitz to supply the requirements of the University, which was 
largely under his caro, for the former lecturer on Ethies, 
Wolfgang Ostermayr, had, so it appears, suddenly left, and dire 
necessity caused the incompleteness of Luther's philosophical 
training to be overlookecl. Staupitz was the more willing to 
shut his oyes to what was wanting, as he was personally much 
attached to the highly promising lecturer, about whom moreover 
he hed already his plans. That Luther was not particularly 
pleased at the way in which ho was employed, we learn from his 
Table-Talk: “At Erfurt I was reading nothing but the Bible, 
when God, in a wonderful manner, and contrary to everyone's 
expectations, sent me from Erfurt to Wittenberg ; that was a nice 
come down for me. Tho word actually made uso of in the last 
sentence was a slang expression of the students and implied that 
his new position was not to his liking. It was less the overwork 
than his antipathy to philosophy and A\ 
fecl_uncomfertable ; he himself complai 
stutium, mazime philosophie” in his letter from Wittenberg to 
Johann Braun in Eisenach (March 17, 1509). In this letter he 
also confesses that he is longing to exchange philosophy for 
theology." After a single term his professors thought him worthy 
of the degree of * Baculerius (Baccalaureus) Biblicus.” ‘This was 
the lowest theological degree, and was conferred on him by 
Staupitz the Dean on March 9, 1509, according to the De 










































* Erl. ed., 5%, p. 243. 
"1, p. G: he yearns for thealozy whieh examines 
the kernel of the nut and the mimrrow of the bones: gre mucteun 
nucia et meduliam tritici et medullam osaium acrutatur.” 
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Register of the Theological Faculty. Thus did he pase the two 
Years of his course of theology. 

‘Besides the lecture on philosophy he had now also to discourse 
Gaily for one hour on portions of Holy Seripture, teaching being 
then considered a part of the course of studies. In addition to 
this he was obliged to attend the theelogical lectures and dispute- 
tions, “Ind a colossal task," says a Protestant Luther- 
scholar, “which shows what great demands Staupitz made on 
the powers of his pupils.”1 

The noxt degree in theology, that: of “Sententiarius" was to 
have been conferred on Luther, as we know, in tho autumn of 
1509, when suddenly, owing to internal disputes, he was recalled 
from Wittenberg to his monastery at Erfurt. What prospect of 
Quiet theological study opened out before him there ?_ At Erfurt 
his. preparation again consisted principally in teaching and in 
disputing in his own peculiar way. As soon aa the University had 
accepted him as “ Sententiarius,” he had at once to give theo- 
logical lectures on the Sentences. He was also employed in the 
monastery, together with Dr. Nathin, as sub-regent of house 
studies, i.e. in the instruction of the novices in the duties of 
their profession. At tho same time he not only continued his 
accustomed biblical reading, but, in order to be able to prosecute 
it more thoroughly, began to study Greek and Hebrow, in which 
Johann Lang, an Augustinian who has been frequently mentioned 
and who was a trained Humanist, rendered him appreciable 
service. The eighteen months he spent in the Erfurt monastery 
were distracted by the dissensions within the Order, by his 
journeys to Halle and then to Rome and his intercourse with 
Erfurt Humanists, such as Petrejus (Peter Eborbach). After his 
return from five months! absence in Rome, the dispute in the 
Order continued to hinder his studies and finally drove him to 
the friends of Staupitz at Wittenberg, as soon as ho had declared 
himself against the Erfurt Observantines. Thence the affairs of 
the Order carried him in May, 1512, to the Chapter at Cologne, 
where the degree of Doctor of Divinity was conforred upon him, 
During his preparation for his doctorate he already began, urged 
‘on by Staupitz, to preach in the monastery church at Witten- 
Berg, where the Elector once heard him ‘and was filled with 
admiration. Ho was also always ready to. assist others with their 
work, as for instance when he propared for the Provost tho 
address to be delivered before the Synod at Leitzkeu, And when 
at thirty years of age, in October, 1515, he undertook, as Doctor, 
to deliver the dectura in biblia at the University of Wittenberg, 
this was not in his case the commencement of a career of learned 
Ieisure, but the filling of @ position encumbered with the cure of 
soula, with preaching and much monastic business, 

In view of his defective education im theology properly 50 
called, we may well raise the question how, without any thorough 
knowledge of the subject, he could feel himself suramoned to 
undertake such far-reaching theological changes. 


+ G. Oergel, “Yom jungen Luther," Erfurt, 1899, p. 113. 
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“At the parting of the ways," says Denifie, regarding Luther's 
knowledge of theology, “ and even when he had already set up 
his first momentous theses and declared war on Scholasticism, 
he was still hut half-educated. . .. Ho knew nothing of the 
golden age of Scholasticism, and was even unacquainted with the 
doctor of his own Order [who followed the greater Schoolmen] 
gydius of Rome.” ‘ He was a self-taught, not a methodically 
trained, man.”* In spite of his self-reliance, a feeling of the 
insufficiency of his education seems to have tormented him at the 
outset. We should not perhaps be justitied in accepting what he 
said in later years, that he had at first ‘ been greatly afraid of the 
pulpit ” even when (in his second stay at. Wittenberg) it was only 
@ question of preaching “ in the Refectory before the brethren."”# 
But according to his own statement, he expressed very strongly 
to Staupitz his foar of taking the dexrce of Doctor of Divinity, 
and two years later he declared that he had only yielded to 
pressure.* But Staupitz, who urged him forward with excessive 
zeal, had said in his presence when Luther preached before the 
Elector : ‘*I will prepare for Your Highness in this man @ very 
apecial Doctor, whd will please you well," words which the Flector 
did not forget end of which he reminded Staupitz in 1518.¢ 

‘The fact that Staupitz made such slight demands in Luther's 
case regarding theological preparation may be explained from 
his own course of studies. His previous history shows his 
studies to have been anything but deep, and this is a matter 
worth noting, because it is an example of how a solid study of 
theology was at that time often wanting even in eminent men in 
the Church, After he had been entered at Tibingen in 1497 as 
Master of Arts, he commenced (October 29, 1498), the biblical 
course, and, a little more than two months later (January 10, 
1499), began to deliver theological lectures on the Sentences. 
Half a year of this qualified him for the Licentiate, and, a dey 
after, he became Doctor of Divinity. “These untrained theo- 
logians,” says Denifte, after giving tho dates just’ mentioned, 
“wanted to reform theology, and looked with contempt on the 
theology of the Middle Ages, of which they were utterly ignorant.” * 

















1 Denifie, 1", p. 501 f. 

* Gergel, p, 118, from the Gotha MS, A 262, fol. 258. 

* This is at least what he assures the Erfurt Faculty, December 
21,1514. Briefwechsel,” 1, p. 24. 

« Letter of the Elector to Staupitz (April 7, 1518), in Kolde, “ Anal, 
Lutherana,”” p. 314. 

* Luther und Luthertum,” 1%, p. 607. n. 1. 





CHAPTER IV 


“1 AM OF OcCAM’S PARTY” 
1. A closer examination of Luther's Theological Training 


Ir was not time only which was wanting in Luther’s case 
for a decp course of theological study, he was even denicd 
what was cqually essential, namely, a really scholarly 
presentment of theology such as is to be found in the best 
period of Scholasticism. 

The great Schoolmen of the Middle Ages, with their 
finished system, combining a pious veneration for the 
traditions of the Fathers with high flights of thought, were 
almost unknown to him; at Icast, he never esteemed or 
made any attempt to penctrate himsclf with the learning 
of Albertus Magnus, Thomas of Aquin or Bonaventure, 
notwithstanding the fact that in the Church their teaching, 
particularly that of Aquinas, already took the first place, 
owing to the approval of the Holy See. Luther frequently 
displayed his utter ignorance of Thomism, as we shall show 
later? 

The nominalistic philosophy and thcology offercd him by 
the schools he attended has, with reason, been described 
as a crippled parcdy of true Schelasticism, In this, its 
latest development, Scholusticism had fellen from its 
height, and, abandoning itself to speculative subtleties, 
had opened a wide ficld to Nominalism and its disintegrat- 
ing criticism. ‘The critical acumen demonstrated by John 
Duns Scotus, the famous Franciscan Doctor (Doctor Sub- 
tilis), who dicd at Cologne in 1808, the late-comers would 
fain have further emphasised. Incapable as they were of 














* When Luther in his answers to Pricrias (Weim, ed., 1, p. 661), 
angered at, his opponent's frequent references to tho ‘Angelic Doctor, 
remarks : “etiam ea quce fidei xwet, in qerevationes vocat et fidem vertit 
in‘ utrum,?” the words * yucrationes ™ and “ trum Toad us to doubt, 
whether hie hed done more than read the headings of the * Questions." 
Cp. Denitle, 1", p. 550, 
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producing anything great themsclves, they exercised their 
wits in criticising every insignificant proposition which could 
possibly be questioned in philosophy and theology. The 
Franciscan, William of Oceam (Ockham, Surrey), called 
Doctor Singularis, or Lnzineibilis, also Venerabilis Inceptor 
Noménalium, was one of the boldest and most. prolific 
geniuses of the Middle Ages in the domain of philosophy and 
theology. His great works, composed during his professor- 
ship, cspecially his Commentary on the Sentences, his 
“Centifolium” and his “ Quodlibvia,” are proofs of this. 
On theological questions concerning poverty he came into 
conflict with the Pope, his Sentenees were condemned by 
the University of Paris, he appealed from the Holy See to a 
General Council, was excommunicated in 128, protested 
against the decisions of the General Chapter of the Order, 
and then took refuge with Lewis of Bavaria, the schismatic, 
whose literary defender lic became. He wrote for him, 
among other things, his ccclesiastico-politieal “ Dialogus,”” 
and even after his protector's death continued to resist 
Clement VI. Occam died at Munich in 1349, reconciled 
with his Order, though whether the excommunication had 
already been removed or not is doubtful. 

He revived Nominalism in philosophy and theology. 
Ilis teaching was so much that of the schools through which 
Luther had been that the latter could declare: ‘ sum 
oceamice factionis,”! and speak quite simply of Occam as 
“ magistermeus."* It cannot, however, be said, as it recently 
has been, that Luther “prided himself on being Occam’s 
disciple,” and thut he “would not give a refusal to his 
beloved master"; for it was more in irony than in earnest 
that he spoke when he said : "I also.am of Occam’s party” 
and when, as late as 1580, he still speaks of “ Occam, my 
beloved master,” this is said in jest only in order to 
he able to accuse him more forcibly as an expert with the 
greatest of errors; nevertheless, he places Occam in point 
of learning far above Thomas of Aquin, the “ so-called 
Doctor of Doctors,” whom he despised. Regarding, how- 
ever, the esteem in which Occam was held in his youth, he 
afterwards said: “We had to give him the title Vener- 
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abilis huius secte [scholw] primus repertor,” but. adds: 
“Happy are you [my table-companions] in not having to 
Jearn the dung which was offered me.”2 He felt compelled, 
nevertheless, to praise Occam's dialectic skill and his in- 
exhaustible acuteness, and for his part considered him the 
most gifted of the Schoolmen (“* swnmus dialecticus, scholas- 
ticorum doctorum sine dubio princeps et ingeniosissinus ").* 
It was not only at a later period that he was ready to admit 
his weaknesses, for even at the beginning of his course, in 
the Commentary on Romans (1515-16), he attacks certain 
essential errors of Occam and his school. 

His acquaintance with the master he owed, moreover, 
more to Occam’s disciples, isc. to the later theologians of 
the Occamist school, more especially Gabriel Biel, than to 
his own reading of the voluminous and unwieldy works 
of Occam himsclf. We are already aware that, of the dis- 
ciples and intellectual heirs of Occam, he studicd more 
“particularly the two well-known writers d’Ailly, Cardinal 
of Cambrai—whom Luther usually calls quite simply the 
Cardinal—whose ideas were very daring, and the humble 
Gabriel Biel, Professor at Tubingen, whose writings, clear, 
and rich in thought, possessed many good qualities. 

Their one-sided Nominalism unfortunately led these 
Occamists to an excessive estimate of the powers of nature 
and an undervaluing of grace, and also toa certain incorrect 
view of the supernatural. We must add that they were 
disposed to neglect Holy Scripture and to sct too much 
store on their speculations, and that, with regard to the 
relations between reason and faith, they did not abide by 
the approved principles and practice of the earlier School- 
men. 

The Occamist theology strongly influenced the talented 
and critical pupil. though diversely. Most of the elements 
of which it was made up repelled him, and as he regarded 
them as cssential parts of Scholasticism, they filled him 
with a distaste for Seholasticism generally. Other of its 
elements attracted him, namely, those more in conformity 
with his ideas and feeling. These he enrolled in the service 
of his theological views, which—again following Occam’s 























} Mathesius, “ Tischreden ” (ed. Kroker), p. 172 Uttered between 
the 7th and the 2ith August, 1540. 
1 Werke,” Weim. ed., 6, p. 183; " Opp. Lat. var,” 4, p. 188. 
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cxample—he developed with excessive independence. Thus 
the tendency to a false separation of natural and super- 
natural commendcd itself to him; he greedily seized upon 
the ideas of Nominalism with regard to imputation after 
he had commenced groping about for a new system of 
theology. His greatest objection was for the views of his 
teachers regarding the powers of man and grace. This it 
was, more especially, which raised in him the spirit of 
contradiction and set him on a path of his own. To one 
in his timorous state such views were unsympathetic; he 
himself scented sin and impericction everywhere ; also he 
preferred to sce the powers of the will depreciated and every- 
thing placed to the account of grace and Divine clection. 
Thus, what he read into Holy Seripture concerning faith 
and Christ seemed to him to speak a Innguage entirely 
different from that of the subtleties of the Occamists. 

His unfettcred acceptance or rejection of the doctrinal 
views submitted to him was quite in accordance with his 
character. He was not one to surrender himsclf simply to 
authority. His unusual ability incitcd him to independent 
criticism of opinions commonly received, and to voice his 
cpposition in the public disputations ogainst his not over- 
brilliant Nominalist professors ; the strong appeal which 
he made to the Bible, with which the others were less well 

“ acquainted, and to the rights of faith and the grace of Christ, 
was in his favour, 





2. Negative Influence of the Occamist School om Luther 


Resides the recently published Commentary on the 
Epistle to the Romans various statements in his sermons, 
disputations and letters prove the opposition that existed 
between Luther and his own school. In the Disputation 
of 1517 entitled “Contra scholasticam thealogiam,” for 
instanee, he expressly names, as the opponents against 
whom his various theses are aimed, Seotus, Occam, the 
Cardinal, Gabriel, and, generally, “ omnes scholastici’”? or 
“communis sententia,” “dictum commune,” “ usus muel- 
forum,” " philosophi” or © morales”? 

Before we procecd tv cxamine the individual points of 
Luther’s conflict with Occamism and with what he con- 
sidered the teaching of Scholasticism as u whole, two 

4 “Opp. Lat. var,” 1, p. 318 ae. 
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general points of this opposition must be mentioned. His 
first grievance is the neglect of Holy Scripture. 


A sensible want in the Divinity studies of that time lay, as a 
matter of fact, in the insufficient use of the positive foundations 
of theology, i.e. above all of Holy Scripture, and also of the 
tradition of tho Fathers of the Church and tho decisions of the 
Church in her office as teacher. ‘ Luther hed rightly recognised,”” 
says Albert Weiss, “what harm resulted from the regrettable 
noglect of Holy Scripture on the part of so many theologians, and 
therefore he chose as his watchword the ery for the improvement 
of theology by a return to the Bible.""1 “ That Luther was moved 
to great angor by tho Nominalists’ neglect of the Biblo is not to be 
wondered at.""" ‘He would not have been Luther,” the same 
author rightly says, “hed ho not soon veered round to the other 

5 i.e. to the battle-cry : Scripture only, end nothing but 
ture, away with all Scholasticism.” 

‘Thia abuse, however, had already been reproved and bewailed 
by the Church before Luther's timo ; there is no dearth of 
statements by the very highest authorities urging a remedy, 
though it is true more should have beon done. Pope Clement VI 
wrote reprovingly to the University of Paris, on May 20, 1346: 
“Most theologians do not trouble themselves about the text 
of Holy Scripture, about tho actual words of their principal 
witnesses, about the expositions of the Saints and Doctors, ie. 
concerning the sourees from which real theology is taken, @ fact 
which is bitterly to be deplored. ... In place of this they 
entangle themselves in philosophical questions and in disputes 
which merely pander to their cleverness, in doubtful interpreta- 
tions, dangerous doctrines and tho rest.” But “with tho 
prevalent spirit of formalism and disorder, embodied chiefly in 
Nominalism,” ‘a healthy and at tho samo time fruitful treatment 
of Holy Scripture had become impossible... . These wero 
abuses which had long been calling for tho reintroduction of a 
positive and more scriptural treatment of theology.” ‘Though 
the judgment passed by Luther in his later years on tho neglect of 
‘Holy Scripture was somewhat too general (for it was historically 
untrue to say that Scripture had ever been altogether given up 
by the Chureh)," yet contemporaries agree with him in blaming 
the too extensive usa of Aristotle's philosophy in the schools to 
the detriment. of the Bible-text. Long before, Gerson, whose 
books were in Luther's hands, had laid stress on the importance 
of Holy Scripture for theology. “ Holy Scripture,” he says, ‘is 
a Rule of Faith, which it is only necessary to understand aright ; 
against it there is no appeal to authority or to the decisions of 
human reason : nor ean custom, law or praetice have any weight 
if proved to be contrary to Holy Scripture.” 
































1 Denifle Weiss, 2 p. 291. # Midas p. 29 
2 Penile, * Chartularium universitatia Baris,” 2, p, 588. 
4 Thies Ay Weiss, p- 30. ¥'Sco volume v., xxxiv., 3. 
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Luther, with palpable exaggeration, lays tho chargo at tho 
door of theology as a whole, even of the earlier school, and would 
heve us believe that the abuso was inseparable from ecclesiastical 
science, He speaks to this effect more and more forcibly during 
the course of his controversies. Thus in 1530 he says of tho 
Scholastics, that they "despised Holy Scripture.” “What! they 
exclaimed, the Bible? Why, the Bible is a heretic’s book, and 
you need only read the Doctors to find that out. I know that I 
am not lying in saying this, for I grew up amongst them and saw 
and heard all about them.’” And so they had arrived at doctrines 
about which one must ask: “Ts this the way to honour Christ's 
blood and death?” Everything was full of “idle doctrines 
which did not agree among themselves, and strange new 
opinions.”* Occam, he declares in his Table-Talk in 1540, “ex 
celled them all in genius and has confuted all the othor schools. 
but even he said and wrote in so many words that it could not 
be proved from Scripture that the Holy Ghost is necessary for a 
good work.”® These people had intelligence, had time for work 
ond hed grown grey in study, but about Christ they underatood 
nothing, because they esteemed Holy Scripture lightly. No 
one read the Bible so es to steep himself in its contents with 
reflection, it was only treated like a history book.* 

Tt is truo that the scholastic treatment of the doctrines of 
faith, as advocated by Occam against the more positive school, 
disregarded Holy Scripture to such an extent that, in the master's 
subtle Commentaries, it hardly finds any place; even in the 
treatment of the supernatural virtues—faith, hope and charity— 
Scripture scarcely intervenes. But it was unjust of Luther, on 
this account, to speak of the Schoolmen's contempt for the Bible, 
or to oay, for instance in his Tablo-Talk, about hia master, Gabriel 
Biel, whose Commentary on the Sentences hud become, x0 to 
speak, a hand-book ; ‘The authority of the Bible counted for 
nothing with Gabriel.”* Biel esteemed and utilised the Bible as 
the trua Word of God, but he did not satisfy young Luther, who 
desiderated in him much more of the Bible and a little less of 
Philosophy. The “ word," ho declares, was net cherished by the 

















Werke,” Erl. ed., 24%, p. 375, in his exhortation to the clergy. 
* Moro on’ this below. He repeats this accusation several times, 
also in the context of tha previous passage. He is confusing natural 
good works with supernatural and meritorious good works, 

1 Mathesius, “Tischreden” (Kroker), p. 173. Uttered between tho 
Tth and 2Mth August, 1540. 

© Cp., for instance, Ocenm, “In libros sententiarum.” Lugd., 1495, 
1.3, q. 8 to 1, Tho passage “ Nunc cule manent fides,” ete, is the 
only ono mentioned, with the reference ‘' Ad. Cor." Of any exegeticnl 
‘application there is'no question whatever. Speculative theoloy loft 
biblical interprotation too exclusively to the perfunctory: Bible lecturers, 
and arwumed aa well known and proved what should first have been 
positively established. 

® Lauterbach,  Tagebuch,” p. 18. Cp. * Colloqui 
3, p. 270. 
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pricsts, and this he had already shown in his Leitzkau discourse 
to be the reaaon of all the corruption, 


The preponderance of philosophy, and more particularly 
the excessive authority of Aristotle, in- the theological 
methed of his circle offered Luther a second point of attack. 
Here also it was a question of 2 rather widely spread abuse 
which the better class of Schoolmen had prudently avoided. 
The Nominalistie schools, generally speaking, showed a 
tendency to a rationalistic treatment of the truths of faith, 
which affrighted Luther considerably. Gencral ideas, ac- 
cording to the Nominalists, were mercly ‘* nomina,” 
empty words; Nominalists concerned themselves only with 
what was actual and tangible. Nominalism was fond of 
displaying its dialectic and even its insolence at the expense 
of theology on the despised Universal ideas. We can 
understand the invective with which Luther gives expression 
to his hatred of Scholasticism, though his right to do so 
arose only from his limited acquaintance with those few 
Scholastics whom he had chosen,* or, rather, who had 
been allotted to him, as his masters; the schools he 
attended were at that time all following the method of the 
Nominalists, then usually known as “ medern.” 











Already, in 1609 (sce sbove, ps 22), @ severe criticism of 
Aristotle appears in Luther's marginal notes. This is in @ gloss 
-on Augustine's work “On the City of God ” which he was then 
devouring as a sort of antidote: “Far more apparent is tha 
error of our theologians when they impudently chatter (‘ impu- 
dentiesime garriunt') and affirm of Aristotle that he docs not 

deviate from Catholic truth."* 
's later exaggerations need not be refuted, in which he 
s so loudly of the idolatrous Aristotelian worship of 
reason on tho part of all the Scholastics. It was in general 
perfectly well known regarding Aristotle that ho had erred, and 
also where he erred ; books had even been written dealing with 
his deviations from the faith. This, however, did not prevent 
many from over-estimating him. We must set against this, how- 
the fact that Luther's own professor of philosophy in the 

















University of Erfurt, Bartholomew Arnoldi of Usingen, had 







ences were not actually 
ht before the questions 
raised were pursued to their bitter end," p. 303. 

3 Werke,” Weim. ed., 9, p. 27. 
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doclarod, liko othors before him, that thoco who represented 
tho Stagirite as without errors were “not worthy of the namo of 
Philosophers, for they were not lovers of the truth but mocked et 
Philosophy ;' they should just read their hero more carefully and 
they would find that, for instanco, he made out the world to be 
without any beginning, a view which Moses, the prophet of truth, 
had shown to be an error ; Scotus, too, wrote in the first book of 
Commentary on the Sentoncos, that the works of Aristotle 
‘were more in agreement with the law of Mohammed than with that 
of Christ." Usingen was an earnest and moderate man, who did 
not shrink, even in his philosophical writings, from preferring 
Divine Revelation to the exaggeration of the rights of reason. 
“Tho inadequacy of philosophers ia as apparent as the great 
value of the Sacred Books. The latter rise far above the know 
ledge attained by mere human reason and natural light.”* 
‘Owing to the fact that he had made no sccret of his views in his 
intercourse with Luther, especially when they became more 
intimate on Luther's entering the Order to which he himself 
belonged,? we can understand ond explain the aympathy and 
respect with which Luther long after cherished his memory, 
‘though the path he followed was no longer that of his old teacher. 
Usingen was a Nominalist, but his example shows that there 
‘were some enlightened mon who belonged to this school, and who 
did it honour. 

In the course of time, regardless of the numerous: examples 
giving him the lie, Luther came ruthlessly to condemn ail the 
Schoolmen and the whole Middle Ages ostensibly on the ground 
‘of the pretended poisoning of the faith by Aristotle, but really 
‘because he himself had sct up a contradiction between faith and 
roason,* Ho says in 1521 that the Scholastics, headed by Aquinas, 
“ golus aristotdicissimus ac plane Aristotetes ipse,”’ had smuggled 
philosophy into the world, though tho Apostle had condemned 
it; thus it became too powerful, made Aristotle equal to Christ 
in dignity and trustworthiness, and darkened for us the Sun of 
righteousness and truth, the Son af God.* Three years before ha 
had declared in writing to his other professor of philosophy at 
the University of Erfurt, Jodocus Trutfetter, who was vexed 












1 Parvulus philosophie naturalis,” Lips. 1499, fol. 136. N. 
Paulus, Der Auewstiner Barth. Amoldt v. “Usingen”” (Strasbung 
"1, 3), p. 4. 

Baus, sid, p. 
* Paulus, p. 17; Oergel, “ Vom jungen Luther,” p. 131. 

“Cp. e.g. Luther's theses in Drews’ Disputations, p. $2: “ Ratio 
avereatur fidern, Soliue Dei eat, dare fidem contra naturam, contra 
rationem., et eredere.”” It belongs to the ywar 1536. 

S Opp. Lat. var." 5, po 335; traponsio. aa Cathen 
Cp. Wein, ed., 8 127: "De Thoma Aguine 
ail, vehementinrine diebito Mulia herretioa ecripnit et autor ent 
regnaniia Arintotelis, wastateria pice docirine." He enntinnos, saying 
that ho is entitled to hold this opinion, "qui educatua in cis sim ct 
cowlaneorum doctisaimorum ingenia exprrites, oplima istiua generia 
scripta contemplatue.” So in Rationia Latornianee confutatio” (1521). 
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with his theses Contra acholasticam theologiam, that he daily 
prayed to (tod that in place of the perverse studies in vogue, the 
wholesome study of the Bible and the Fathers might again be 
introduced (“ue ruraure bidlice et  patrum purissima auedia 
revocentur ").1 Yet three years earlier, in his first leetures on the 
Epistle to the Romans, he had said to his pupils: “let us learn 
to know Jesus Christ, and him crucified,'" and urged them not 
to wasto their time in tho stady of the foolish whims of meta- 
physicians, but at most, to treat philosophy an a subject which 
‘one must be acquainted with in order to be able to refute it, and 
on the other hand to throw themselves with all their might into 
the study of Holy Scripture, * 

Thero can therefore be no question, as we have seen, that his 
idea that philosophy was the ruin of the Church, an idea. presont, 
in his mind even in his earliest public life, was founded on the many 
actually existing abuses, though his own ultra-spiritualism end 
his gloomy mistrust of man’s nature led him to feel the evil more 
then others, so that, in reacting against it, he lost his balance 
instead of ‘calmly lending his assistance’ towards improving 
matters. 








Luther's reaction was not only against Occamism in 
general, but also against various particular doctrines of 
that school, especially, as stated before, against such 
doettines as exalted the powers of nature at the expense 
of grace. 

Here again he committed his first fault, the indefensible 
injustice of blindly charging Scholasticism and theology 
gencrally with what he found faulty in his own narrow 
circle, though these errors had been avoided by St. Thomas 
and the best of the Schoolmen. It has been pointed out 
that he was not acquainted with this real Scholasticism, 
nevertheless, in 1519, he had the assurance to say: “No 
one shall teach me scholastic theology, I know it.”* “I 
was brought up amengst them (Thomas, Bonaventure, cte.), 
I am also acquainted with the minds of the most learned 
contemporaries and have saturated myself in the best 
writings of this sort" 











He, all too often, gives us the means to judge the value of this 
assertion of his. In the same year, for instance, he sums up the 
chief points of the theology which alone he had learnt, and calls 


1 Lettor of May 9, 1518,  Brinfwocbsul,” 1, p. 190. 

4 Donitle-Weiss, 1 p. 610, n. 1. 

3 Werke." Weim. ed., 5. p. 22; ‘Operaliones in ppwalnes.”” 
Written in 1519 ff. 

“Above, p. 137. 
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it in all good faith the scholastic theology of the Church, though 


it was mercly the meagre theology of his own Occamist profesiors. 

Tn order to show all he had had to struggle with he says: “I 
had formerly learned among the monstrous things (‘ monstra*) 
which are almost accounted axioms of scholastic theology . . . 
that man can do his part in the acquiring of grace ; that he can 
remove obstacles to. graco ; that he is able to oppose no hindrance 
to grace; that he can keep the commandments of God according 
to tho letter, though not according to the intention of the law- 
giver that he hus freedom of choice [personal freedom in the 
work of salvation] between this and that, between both contra- 
dictories and contraries ; that his will is able to love God above 
all things through its purely natural powers and that thera is 
such a thing as an act of charity, of friendship, by mercly natural 
powers," 








We are to believe that these were the “axioms of 
scholastic theolegy 1”? 

Such was not the case, For all acts necessary for salva- 
tion true Scholasticism demanded the supernatural “ pre- 
venting” grace of God.? Yet as carly as 1516 Luther had 
elegantly described all the scholastic theologians as “Sow 
theologians,” on account of their pretended “ Deliria” 
against grace.3 His first fault, that of unwarranted generali- 
sation, comes out clearly. 

The second, more momentous, fault which Luther com- 
mitted was to fly to the extreme even in doctrine, abolishing 
all that displeased him and sctting up as his main thesis, 
that man can do nothing, absolutcly nothing, good. Not 
only did he say: “I leamt nothing in scholastic theology 
Worth remembering ; I only Iearnt what must be tnlearnt, 
what is absolutely opposed to Holy Scripture” (“omnino 
cuntraria divinis litteris”),* Tle also asserted at a very 
carly period that Holy Scripture teaches that God’s grace 
does everything in man of itself alone without his vital 
participation, without liberty, without resolve, without 
merit. Such a statement docs not indeed appear in the 
Commentary on the Psalms, but it will be found in his 
academic Iccturcs on the Pauline Epistles, more especially 





1 Werke,” Weim. ed % p. 401. 

+ Cp. Denifle, 14, p. 534, whero he refors to @ “ Treatise on tho 
preparation for grace ” to appear in his sccond volume, but which ix 
not contained in the sccond volume edited by A. Weise. 

2 *Schol. Rom.” p. 110. 0 aint, 0 Sautheologen.” Ho is 
referring to the" theologi scholastici.” p. 108, “ nosird theologi,” p. LLL 

1 Worko."" Weim. ol. 2p. 414. 
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in the Commentary on Romans. For a moment he thought 
he had discovered in St. Augustine the necessary weapons 
against the formalism of his school of theology, but now 
St, Paul appeared to him to give the loudest testimony 
against it ; the Apostle is so determined in his denunciation 
of the pride of human reason and human will, and in pre- 
senting the Gospel of the Son of God, faith and grace, as 
the only salvation of mankind. Luther imagined he had 
found in Paul the doctrines which appcaled to him: that 
all human works were equally useless, whether for eternal 
salvation or for natural goodness; that man’s powers are 
stood for nothing but sin ; if grace, which the Apostle extols, 
is to come to its rights, then we must say of original sin 
that it has utterly ruincd man’s powers of thinking and 
willing so far as what is good in God's sight is concerned ; 
original sin still lives, even in the baptised, as a rcal sin, 
being an invincible attraction to selfishness and all evil, 
more particularly to that of the flesh; by it the will is so 
enslaved that only in these who are justified by grace can 
there be any question of frecdom for gocd. 





As regards Occam's teaching concerning man, his Fall nd his 
powers, so far as this affects tho question of @ correct under- 
standing of Luther's devel in the matter of original sin 
it agreed with that of Aquines and Scotus, according to which its 
esence was @ carentia iustitie debite, i.e. originatis; likewise it 
asserted the existence of concupiscence in man, the fomes or 
tinder of sin, as Oceam is fond of calling it, as the consequence of 
original sin; on the other hand it minimised too much the evil 
effects of original sin on the reason and on the will, by assuming 
that these powers still remain in man almost unimpaired. This 
was due to the nominalistic identification of the soul with its 
faculties ; as the soul remained the sanic as before, s0, they said, 
the powers as a whole also remained the same. The “disabling” 














1 Biel, in 2 Sent., dist. 30, q, 2 ad 4 (Brixiae, 1574): **Rectitudo autem 
natieralés voluntatis, «ua ac. lilertae, non corrumpitur per peccatum ; 
la enim eat realiter ipsa voluntan, nee ab ea scparabilia.” Cp. however 
Biel's other passage, quoted by Deniite-Weiss, |, p. 535. n. 4, where 
he speaks differently. ‘The teaching of the school of Oceam deserves 
more careful examination than hus hitherto been bestowed on it, and 
pethaps the Luther studies whieh have been 0 aetively carried on of 
Into will promote this, Meanwhile wo Toust give a warning against 
statements which prvsnppose an excessive alicnntion of this school 
from tho general teaching of the Church. Occam has recently. been 
represented by the Protestant party, in discussions on Luther's de- 
velopment. aa the ‘ outspoken antipodes of medieval Christendom." 
“whose aim it clearly was to strike at the very root of the ancient 
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of these powers of which St. Thomas and tho other Scholastics 
speak, ie. the weakening which the Council of Trent also teaches 
(‘Liberwon arbitrium viribus attenuatwm et inclinatum "),* waa not 
sufficiontly emphasised. 

Gabriel Biel, whose views are of some weight on account of 
his eonneetion with Luther, finds the rectitude of the natural will 
(rectitwia) in ita liherty, and this, ho says, has remained intact 
hecanse it is, as a matter of fact, the will itself, from which it docs 
not differ. In other passages, it is true, he speaks of “ wounds 
for owing to concupisconce the will is “ inconstant and change 
able” ; but he nevertheless reverts to “‘rectitudo,” erroncously 
relegating the results of original sin to the lower powers alone. 
Following Occam, and against St. Thomas and Scotus, he makes 
of coneupiscence a ‘gualitas,” viz. a qualitas corporalia.""® 
Again, following his master and d’Ailly, Biel aserta—and this 
is real Occamism—that the will is able without grace to follow 
the dictates of right reason (“*dictamen rect rationia’’) in every- 
thing, and is therefore ablo of itself to keep the whole law of 
nature, even to lowe God purely and above all things. An 
example of how inaccurate Biel ia in the details of his theological 
discussions has been pointed out by Deniflo, who shows that in 
quoting three various opinions of the greater Scholastics on a 
question of the doctrine of original sin (** utrum percatum originale 
sit aliquid positicum in anima vel in carne”) “ not one of the 
opinions is correctly given,” and yet this “superficial and wordy 





























Christian view of the Redemption by grace.” Revelation waa to him 
merely a “collection of unreasonable doctrines," and the Bible a 
“ehanco jumble of unreasonable Divine oracles.” As a matter of 
fact, he always recognised in the touching of the Church the correct 
interpretation of Scripture. and was under the impggssion that his 
teaching on the Redemption waa conformable with the Chureh’s in- 
terpretation. We ai told that, ho always restricted infallibility to 
Holy Scripture, denying it. to tho Council; that, with regard ta ‘tho 
doctrine of grace, he assailed the teaching of the Schoolmen according 
to which grace win to he considered as “* Divine matter,” and took 
the forgivences of sins to mean merely the non-imputation of sin : 
that Luther's proofs of the omnipresence of tho body of Christ had 
been anticipated by Occam, and thet, in the same way. hia teaching 
With regard to the right of worklly authorities to reform the Church 
was also to be found in Occam. As regards Occam's ecclesiastico- 
political ideas it is quite true they pervade Luther's thescs, never 
theless Occam's erroneous doctrines on the constitution of the Church 
were not studied in she schools through which Luther had passed, but 
only those on Scholasticism: they ore elso never quoted by Luther 
in defence of his teaching. 

¥ Ses.) Vine CL 

. P40, note, where:  Rectitudo naturatis woluntatia eat liberias 

voluniatia,” ete., precedes the first words quoted. 

+" Qualitas corporalia inclinans appetitum sensitivum,” ete., and 
“ qualitas carais inordinata inclinans,” ete, In 2 Sent. q. 20; in 
3 Sent g. 25 Quodlib, 3 q.10; Denifle, 1%, p, 843, 

«In 3 Sent., dist, 27, art. 3, quoted further on p. 155,n. 1. Cp. 
Denifle-Weiss, 1, p, 535,'n. 4, and p. 536M. 
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author was one of Luther's principal sources of information 
regarding the best period of Scholasticism.”* 

‘The Nominalists doubtless recognised the supernatural order 
as distinct from the natural, and Oceam aa well as Biel, d’Ailly 
and Gerson do not here differ materially from the rest_of the 
Scholastics; but the limits of natural ability, more particularly 
in respect of keeping tho commandments and loving God above 
all, are carried too far. Luther's masters had here insisted with 
great emphasis on the argument of Scotus which they frequently 
‘and erroneously made to prove even more than was intended, 
viz. that aa reason is capable of realising that man is able to 
fulfl the law and to render such love, and as the will is in @ 
position to carry out all that reason puts before it, therefore man 
is able to fulfil both requirements.t_ In this argument insufficient 
attention has been paid to tho difficulties which interior and 
oxterior circumstances place in the way of fallen mon, Thoo- 
logians generally wero very much divided in opinion concerning 
the possibility of fulfilling these requirements, and the better 
class of Scholastics denied it, declaring that the assistance of 
actual grace was requisite, which, however, they held, was given 
to all men of good will. Against the doctrine which Biel made his 
own, that man is able, without grace, to avoid all mortal sin,? 
keep ail the commandments and love God above all things, 
not only Thomists, but even some of the Nominalists protested.* 

Here again, according to Denifle, a serious error, committed 
by Biel regarding St. Thomas, must be pointed out, one, too, 
which may have had its effect upon Luther. Biel erroneously 
makes the holy Doctor say the opposite of what he really teaches 
when he ascribes to him the propesition: “ Homo potest cavere 
peceaia mortalia [omnia] sine gratia.” As Denifie reminds us 
again, it was ‘from this author that Luther drew in great, part 
his Inowledgo of the carlior Scholastics.” Biel, however, in his 
sermons and instructions to preachors restricts the thesis of tho 
possibility of loving God above all things through our natural 
powers. ‘This, man ix able to do, he says, “according to some 
writers, more especially in the state of paradisine 
but the act is not so perfect and not so easy as with God’s graco 
and is without supernatural merit. God has so ordained that Ho 
will not accept any act as meritorious for heaven excepting only 
that which is elicited by grace" ("er gratia elicitum ").* 


2 Deniffo, 1%, p. 843 f. 

* Oceam, 1 Sent, dist. 1, q. 2, concl. 1 
formate dictamini rations,” ete. 

22 Sont., dist. 28 (Brix. ed.), fol. 143’. 

3p Petia, 18 p62, md, ws Ble 

* Ibid,, p. 522, n. 

* Ibid., p. 541, n. 1. Tn spite of this, the tenching of the much-used 
Commentary on ‘the Sentences contintod to ninko itself felt, more 
particularly as tho author enjoyed erat consideration among the 
ecelesiastically minded, represented Nominalism at Tubingen, and 
was honoured as the Inst. of the Scholastics.” Tt is worth while to 
quoto the points of his teaching on grace from his book on the Sentences 
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The views of the Occamists or “Moderns” exhibited yot 
other weak points. Man, so they tanght, ia abla to merit grace 
“de congruo.”” They admitted, it is true, that grace was a 
supernatural gift, “‘donata” and “gratuita,” as they termed it, 
but they saw in man’s natural love of God, and in his efforts, an 
adequate disposition for arriving at the state of saving grace.* 
‘The great Schoolmen on tho contrary taught with St. Thomas, 
that the preparation and disposition for saving grace, i.o. all 
those good works which procede justification, do not originate in 
us but are due to the grace of Christ. 

As for the teaching regarding natural and supernatural lovo 
of God, the keeping of the commandments and the predisposition 
for grace, Luther, in 1516, appears to have scarcely been ac- 
quainted with the opinion of any of the better representatives of 
Scholasticisrn, to whom ho had access. It was only in 1618 that 
his attention was directed to Gregory of Rimini (General of the 
Augustinian Hermits in 1357), an eclectic whose views were 
somewhat unusual, and in this case, Luther, instead of making 
use of the good which was to be found in him in abundanco, 
preferred to disregard his real opinion and to sot him up as 
opposed to the teaching of the Schoolmen.* In 1519, labouring 
under @ total misapprehension of the truth as regards both 
Gregory and the Schooimen, he wrote: “the "Moderns ’ agree 
with the Scotists and Thomists concerning free will and grace, 
with the one exception of Gregory of Rimini, whom they all 
condemn, but who rightly and effectively proves them to bo 
worse than the Pelagians. He alone among all the Scholastics 
























with the glosses which Biol docs not forget to mention. The principal 
wisaage is in 3 Sent., dist. 27, art. 3, dub. 2 to Q (according to the 
[jor edition of Isla). Among the five propostions there not up, 
“post. Domn. Pe. de Aliaro” (d’ Ailly), the first teaches the possibility, 
of an act of love of God "ez naturalibus.” This ia the reason + “omit 
dictamini rationis rector voluntas rx suin naturalibus potes! ee conformare.” 
‘The second proposition, however, says: 
poteet stare in viatore de potentia Dei ordinata sine gratia e charitaie 
fnfuoa,” owing to the principle, * Fucienti quod eat in ec.” ‘That grace 
is every moment at man's disposal is proved from many Bible passages, 
yet any other more perfect. disposition for grace then the natural act 
Bf love of Ged fs nol poriblo fo man; the natural ect in rolation to 
grace is, however, only prior “natura,” not “tempore.” Tho third 
proposition runs :'* Charitaa infusa tamen eat prior in meriti radione,” 
tte, The fourth: with this natural act no mortal sins can exist. 
The fifth: "Stante lege (ie. precwcnte ordinatione Dei) nuldue homa 
per pura nateratia potest impiere praeceptum de dilectione Dei super 
‘omnia. Probatur, quia tex iubet, quod actus cadens aub proeceplo fiat 
4m gratia, quez eat habitus supernatiralis.” 

3 Biel, in 2 Sent., dist. 28, says of the natural love of God: Actus 
dilectionis Dei super omnia eat dispositio ultimata et anficiena ad grati 
‘infusionem, ... Gralia seperadditur fanquam previ diapositioni.” 
ete, But ibid. fol. 143', he says: “ Sic ad proeparandum se ad donuin 
Dei aurcipicndum non, indiget alio dono gratice, sed Deo tprum movente 
isc, concurae generals)” 

* Cp. Deniflo, 1, p. 642 f. 
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agrees with Augustine and the Apostle Paul, against Carlstedt 
and all the new Schoolmen."? As though all Scholastics, old 
and new, had taught what Luther here attributes to them, viz. 
that ‘‘it is possible to gain heaven without grace,” because, 
according to them, “a good though not meritorious work can be 
done" without grace. On the contrary, not the Thomiste only, 
but also many other theologians were opposed to the thesis that 
the will could, of itself, always and everywhere, conform iteelf to 
the dictates of right reason and thus arrive at grace, but Gregory 
of Rimini, whom Luther favours so much as a Doctor of his own 
Order, declares that the keeping of the whole law was only 
possible through grace, and that therefore God had, with His 
Jaw, impored nothing impossible on man.* According to Luther, 
however, God had demanded of human nature what was im- 
possible. 

Occam and his school deviate somewhat from the rest of the 
Scholastics in the application of tho well-known axiom: 
“ Facienti quod est in se Deus non denegas gratiam.”* 

While the better class of Scholastics understood it as meaning 
that God allows the man to arrive at saving grace and justifice- 
tion, who doos his part with the help of actual grace, the schools 
of the decline interpreted the principle as implying that God 
would always give saving grace where there was adequate 
human and natural preparation ; they thus came to make this 
grace & mere complement of man’s natural effort; the effect of 
grace was accordingly purely formal; man’s effort remained tho 
samo as before, but, by an act of favour, it waa made conformable 
with God’s “intention”; for it was Cod’s will that no man 
should enjoy the Beatific Vision, without such grace, which, 
however, He never failed to bestow in response to human efforts. 
Some modern writers have described this view of grace to which 
the Nominalista were inclined, as a stamp imprinting on purely 
human effort a higher value. At any rate, according to the 
Occamists, man prepares for grace by natural acts performed 
under the ordinary concurrence of God (coneursus generalis),* 
whereas, according to the better Scholastics, this preparation 
demanded, not only the ordinary, but also the particular con- 
currence of God, namely, actual grace ; they maintained that 
ordinary concurrence was inadequate because it belonged to the 
natural order. 

Actual grace was entirely neglected by the Occamists; the 


1 To Spalatin, August 15, 1519, “ Briefwechsel,” 2, p. 100: “Ja 
[Gregorius Ariminensia) solus inter schotonticos contra oninea echolaaticoa 
Tecentiores cum Carolosadio, id eat Auyuatino et apostle Paulo con- 
sentit,” Cp.” Brietwechsel,” 1, p. $4. 

"In 2Sent, fol. 91’ ed'2 (ed. Venet., 1503): “Dees nom pravipit 
homini ut talia opera faciat sine aurilio sua," ete. 

* Cp. the scholastié persazes in Denific, 1, p. 655, n. 3. He leaves 
the explanation for the sccond volume, though A. Weiss does not give 
it, Denifle’s remarks (p. 557 f.) on the practical application of the 
principle ‘* Facienti” are worthy of attention. 

* Denifle, 1, p. 564. 
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special help of God is, according to most of thom, eaving graco 
itself ; actual grace, i.c. the divinely infused intermediary between 
man’s naturel and supernatursl life, finds no place in their 
system. This explaina, if we may anticipate a little, how it is 
that Luther pays so little attention to actual grace ;! he has no 
need of it, beeause man, according to him, cannot keep the law 
at all without the (imputed) stato of grace. It is unfortunate 
that Biel, in whom Luther trusted, should have misrepresented 
the actual teaching of true Scholasticism concerning the necessity 
and nature of grace, whether of actual or saving grace. 

As early as 1515 Luther, with the insufficient knowledge he 
poasessed, accused the Scholaation generally of teaching that 
“man by his natural powers is able to love God above all things, 
and substantially to do the works commanded, though not, indeed, 
according to the ‘intention ’of the lawgiver, i.e. not in the state 
of grace.” "Therefore, according to ther," he says, "grace 
waa not necessary save by a new imposition demanding more than 
the law (‘per novam exactionem ultra legem); for, aa they teach, 
the law is fulfilled by our own strength. Thus grace is not 
necessary to fulfil the law, save by reason of God's new exaction 
which goes beyond the law. Who will put up with these sect 
legious views?” Assuredly his indignation against Scholesti- 
cism would have been righteous had its teaching really been what 
he imagined. In the same way, and with similarly strong ex- 
pressions, ho gencralises what he had learnt in his narrow world 
at Erfurt and Wittenberg, and ascribes to the whole of Christen- 
dom, to the Popes and all the schools, exactly what the Occamists 
said of the results of original sin being solely confined to the 
lower powers. Here, and in other connections too, he exclaims : 
“the whole Papacy has taught this, and all the schools of Sophists 
[Scholastics]." “Have they not denied that nature was ruined 
by sin when they assert that they are able to choose what is 
good secording to the dictates of right reason 1""* 

ym his antagonism to such views, an antagonism we find 
already in 1515, when ho was proparing for his lectures on the 
Epistle to the Romans, sprang his own gloomy doctrine of the 
dosth of free will for good, and the poisoning of human nature by 
original sin, With its first appearance in tho lectures mentioned 
we shall deal later. 


Deniflo, 1, p. 670 f, 
2 apPP. Lit; exes." 10, p. Gl seq, Such views have often boon 
adopted from Luther by ‘Protestant theologians and historians, 
“The worth of Scholasticism.” Denifle complains. 14, p. 845, “i.e. 
the scholastic doctrine as misunderstood and misrepresented by them, 
is judged of by them according to Luther's erroneous views which they 
receive as axioms, first principles and unslterable truths.” Tn the 
second edition A. Weiss ha struck out thia sentence. Deniflo, 1, 
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Here a more general question must first receive an answer. 
How came the youthful Luther to absorb into his life the 
views above described without apparently shrinking in the 
least from the opposition to the Church’s teaching manifest 
in them ? 

Yarious answers are forthcoming. In the first place, 
in consequence of his training which consisted too exelu- 
controversics, he 
had come to see in the theological doctrines merely opinions 
of the schools, on which it was permissible to sit in judg- 
ment. He had forgotten that there existed a positive body 
‘of unassailable doctrine. Even when engaged in mercilessly 
attacking this bedy of doctrine he still appears to have 
been unaware of having outstepped the lines of permissible 
disputation, We cannot, however, altogether exonerate 
him from being in some degree conscious that in his attack 
‘on the Church he was treading dangerous ground. In the 
lectures on the Epistle to the Romans he gocs so far as to 
declare, that the Church was almost destroyed (‘‘ pene 
subversa”) by the teaching of the Scholastics, and that 
everything was full of Pelagian crrors, because grace for 
the support of the will had been abolished. Thihgs such as 
these and others of a like nature he could assuredly not have 
uttered without, in his calmer hours, asking himsclf how 
he could reconcile such a standpoint with his duty to the 
Church, It is true, however, that such quiet hours were 
exeeptional in his case, There can be no doubt also that 
his idea of the Church and of the binding character of her 
doctrine was confused. In 1519 he had no hesitation in 
pointing to the action of other Doctors, who, before that 
date, had engaged in controversy with cach other, in vindica- 
tion of the tremendous struggle he had just commenced. 
Tam only doing what they did; “Scotus, single-handed, 
opposed the opinions of all the schools and Doctors and 
gained the victory (2), Qccam did the same, many others 
have done and ‘are doing likewise up to the present 
day (?). If then these are at liberty to withstand all, why 
not 17"! 















2 In the “ Reaclutionce awper propositionibus Lipsie dixpucati 
concl. 1; “Opp. Lat. var.,” 3, p. 243 aq; Weim, e¢ . 403, 
is of interest to see how he sums up his d weelf of the 


‘oppression of doctrinal rules in Uhe ery 
pp. 247, 404, 
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The second answer to the above question lies in the 
outward circumstances existing in his monastic home at the 
time of the beginning of his struggle, The members of his 
Congregation, most of whom were of Oceam’s school, were 
still greatly excited and divided by the quarrel going on in 
their midst regarding organisation and discipline. The 
Observantines with their praise of the old order and cxer- 
cises were a thorn in the flesh of the other Augustinians, 
more Jax and modern in their views, especially for Luther, 
who was at their head. A spirit of antagonism existed not 
merely between the different houses of the Order, but even. 
in the houses themsclves a struggle scems to have been 
carried on. On the one side there was a tenacious adherence 
to the older practiecs of the Order, on the other suspicion 
and reproaches were levelled against the innovations of 
the Observantines. The result was that the fiery young 
Professor, while inveighing against the Occamist theory of 
self-righteousness, thundered at the same time ngainst the 
Observantines as living instances of the self-righteous and 
holy-by-works, Some of the reasons for this supposition 
have already been given, and more will be forthcoming 
when we consider the Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Romans.? 

War was to the Wittenberg Doctor even then an element 
of life. He found it going on, and encouraged it amongst 
the wearers of the Augustinian habit, The first and sccond: 
“factions ” in the Order, as Usingen calls them, i.e. the first 
division caused by the question of observance, and the 
second by the great controversy concerning faith, were, 
we may be sure, closcly allied in Luther's mind ; the con- 
troversy concerning observance may assuredly be reckoned 
amongst the outward causes which carried him along with 
them into the greater struggle and contributed for a time 
to hide from him the danger of his position. "Though details 
are lacking of the resistance to Luther’s first challenge to 
the theologians of his Order, to Scholasticism and the 
Church's doctrine, yet, as already said, we can sce from 
the Commentary on Romans, from other unprinted carly 
lectures, and also from the disputations and sermons, that 
the Order continued in a state of commotion, and that, as 
a matter of fact, the second “faction ” was an outgrowth 

* See above, p. 39 ff. Cp. passages quoted below, chapter vi. 3. 
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of the first. The Observantines had to put up with hearing 
themselves styled by Luther “ iustitiarii”? and Pharisees ; 
but probably there were others, even members of the Witten- 
berg University, perhaps some of those jurists and philoso- 
phers* to whom he refers in his Commentary on Romans, 
and whom he so cordially detested, who also were counted 
amongst the “ iustitiarii,” in fact all whom the outrageous 
assertions of their young colleague regarding the observance 
of precepts and regulations and against human freedom, 
roused to opposition. 

To these two answers a third must be added, which 
turns upon the character of Luther in his youth. His 
extreme self-sufficiency blinded him, and his discovery of real 
errors in the theology in which he had been trained drove 
him in his impetuosity to imagine that he was called, and 
had the right, to introduce an entirely new theology. His 
searching glance had spied out real mistakes ; his strength 
and boldness hed resulted in the bringing to light of actual 
abuses; his want of- consideration in the pointing out of 
blemishes in the Church had, in some degree, been successful 
and earned for him the applause of many ;_his criticism of 
theology was grected as triumphant by his pupils, the more 
so as the Doctors he attacked were but feeble men unable 
to reply to so strong an indictment, or clse living at a dis- 
tance (in Erfurt). The growing self-consciousness, which 
expresses itself even in the form of his controversial language, 
must not be disregarded as a psychological fact in the problem, 
one, too, which also helped to blind him to the real outcome 
of his work. 


Only the most extreme spirit of antagonism could have 
led the Monk to make, in addition to his other harsh ¢x- 
aggeratcd charges against Scholasticism, the following 
assertion, to which, as it is important for the origin of 
Lutheranism, some attention must be paid. He says the 
doctrine is false that righteousness which can be acquired 


1 Seo above, p 30. According to Usingen the “ primaria factio 
nosfre unionis" (io, of the Saxon Congr. of Augustinians) was that 
which Luthor led satray “contra malivum conventum eur.” 
“‘seeundaria facto” wea the Reformation pane deeolata cot 
noatra unio.” See “Bermo de 8, ‘cruce”” (Brfordie, 1024); 
N. Paulus, Usingen, p. I 
* Cp. Pollich, in Kustlin~ ‘sainerouy 1, Pp. 87, See above, p. 86, 
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by means of good works (of the natural order) is even 
conceivable ; this was invented by Aristotle; this righteous- 
ness of the philosophers and jurists has penetrated into the 
Church, while, as a matter of fact, owing to the naughtiness, 
nay, corruption of mankind, resulting from original si 
it was a monstrosity and an abomination in God’s sight ; 
the scholastic distinctions of distributive and commutative 
justice, ete., “ were also duc to blindness of spirit and mere 
human wisdom"; the Scholastics have put this infamous, 
purely human righteousness in the place of righteousness by 
grace, which is of valuc in God's sight ; they have said there 
is no original sin, and have acted as though all men did not 
feel concupisecnce within themsclyes very strongly; they 
have represented rightcousness as the fruit of our natural 
efforts, and in consequence of this people now believe that 
Tighteousness may be had through Indulgences costing 
two penee, i.e. through works of the very slightest worth I 
But ‘‘the Apostle teaches,” he says, “ Corde creditur ad 
iustitiam, i.e. not by works, or wisdom, or study, not by 
riches and honours can man attain to righteousness, . . . 
That is a new way to righteousness, against, and far above, 
Aristotle . . . and his political, God-forsaken righteous- 
ness.""+ Yet, according to him, the Scholastics knew no 
better. ‘They speak like Aristotle in his ‘Ethics,’ who 
makes .. . righteousness consist in works, as also its 
attainment and its loss.”* 











Is it. possible that the writer of tho above sentences was really 
incapable of distinguishing between tho natural and the super- 
natural in moral good according to the fundamental principle 
of true Scholasticism 1 Was Luther really ignorant of the theses 
which run through the whole of Scholasticism such as this of 
St. Thomas: ‘ Donum gratia ezcedit omnem preparationem 
virtulis humane"?! Tho great lack of discrimination which 
underlies the above attack is characteristic of Luther in his 
youth and of his want of consideration in the standpoint he 
assumed. He starta from some justifiable objection to the 
nominelistic theology—which really was inadequate on the 
subject of tho preparation for supernaturel righteousness —ecta 
up against it his own doctrine of fallen man and his salvation, 
and, then, without further ado, ascribes an absolutely fanciful 
idea of righteousness to the Church and the whole of Scholasti- 


! Fol. 233/. Denifte-Weisa, 1%, p. 528, n. 1; “ Rom. Schol..” p. 244. 


4 Fol. 144. Deniffo-Weias, 14, p. 526, n. 3; “ Ror. Sohol,” p. 108. 
218 gq. 112 0 8 
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cism. What he failed to distinguish, St, Thomes, Thomism, and 
all true Scholastics distinguished with very great clearness, 
Aquines draws ® sharp line of demarcation between the civil 
virtue of righteousness and the so-called infused righteousness 
of the sot of justification. Hoe anticipates, so to speak, Luther's 
objection and his confusion of one idea with another, and teaches 
that by the repeated performance of exterior works an inward 
habit is without doubt formed in consequence of which man is 
bettor disposed to act rightly, ax Aristotle tanches in his “ Ethics 
“but,” he says, “ this only holds good of human righteousness, 
by which man is disposed to what is humanly good (* iwatit 
humana ad bonum humanum'); by human works tho habit of 
such righteousness can bo acquired. But the righteousness 
which counts in the eyos of God (i.e. supernatural righteousness) 
is ordained to the Divine good, namely, to future glory, which 
exceods human strongth (* iusti¢ia que habet gloriam apud Deum ; 
ordinata ad bonum divinum’) . «. wherefore toan’s works are 
of no value for producing the habit of this righteousness, but 
the heart of man must first of ell be inwardly justified by God, 
so that he may do the works which are of worth for eternal 
ory" 

: Se spoaks the most eminent of the Schoolmen in the name of 
the true theology of the Middle Ages, 

‘For Luthor, who brings forward the above arbitrary objection 
in his Commentary on Romans, it would havo been very easy to 
have made uso of the explanation just given, for it is found in 
St. Thomac's Commentary on this very Epistle. Luther, ono 
would have thought, would certainly have consulted this work 
for his interpretation of the Epistle, were it only on account of 
its historical interest, and evon if it had not beon the best work 
on the subject which had so far appeared. But no, it seems that 
he never looked into this Commentary, nor even into the older 
glosses of Peter Lombard on the Epistle to the Romans, then 
much in we; im the latter he would at once haye found the 
refutation of the charge he brought egainst the Scholastics of 
advocating tho doctrine of Aristotle on righteousness by works, 
as the gloss to the classic passege (Romans 27) runs as 
follows : “For righteousness is not by works (‘non ex operibue 
cot iustitia '), but works are the result of righteousness, and there- 
fore wo do not say : * tho righteousness of works, but the works 
of rightoousness. 




















He does not even trouble to uphold the frivolous accusation 
that the Schoolmen had been acquainted only with Aristotelian 
righteousness, but actually refutes it by another objection. He 
finds fault with the “scholastic theologians ” for having, a he 


1 §, Thom,, ‘tin Ep, ad Romanos,” lect. 1 (on Rom. iv. 2). 

2 In Rom. ili. 27: ‘Non enim ca operibus eat iuatitia, ted ipsa 
sunt ez iuatitia (se0 in this connection Luther's statement, p. 43) 
adeoque non iustiliam operum sed opera iustitie dicimus.” Cp. Denifle- 
Weiss, 14, pp. 628-30. 
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says in the Commentary on Romans, “held the doctrine of tho 
expulsion of sin and the infusion of graco" to be a single change." 
He hereby admits that they wore familior with something moro 
than mere Aristotelian righteousness, for in Aristotle there is 
certainly no question of any infusion of grace. But Luthor 
frequently speaks in this way of the distinction which tho 
Scholastics made between acquired and infused righteousness. 








The changeableness and ineonstancy of his assertions 
regarding the doctrines of the Scholastics is quite remark- 
able. He makes no difficulty about admitting later, against 
his previous statements, that the Scholastics did not teach 
that man was able to love God above all things merely by 
his own strength; this was the tcaching only of the Scotists 
and the “ Moderns ” (ic. Nominalists or Occamists),? At 
that time he was perhaps better acquainted with Biel, 
who instances Thomas and Bonaventure in opposition 
to this doctrine.? Luther was also careless in the accounts 
he gave even of the theology of his own circle, viz. that of 
the Oceamists, and the injustice he docs Seholasticism as 
a whole, he repeats against his own school by cxaggcrating 
its faults or suppressing the necessary distinctions in order 
to be the better able to refute its theses by the Bible and 
St. Augustine. As therefore it is impossible to form an 
opinion on Scholasticism as a whole from Luther’s assertions, 
so we cannot trust his account even of his own masters, 
in whose works he thinks himsclf so well versed. 


He is, for instance, neglecting a distinction when he repeatedly 
aasorta that O¢cam, his “Master,” denied tho biblical truth 
that the Holy Ghost is necessary for the performance of a good 
work. Aaa maiter of fact, the Occamista, like the Scotiats, did 
not hore differ esaentislly from the Thomists, although differences 
ere apparent in thoir teaching on the supernatural habit, and on 
the preparation for the attainment of this supernatural righteous 
ness, i.e. for justification.t He is wronging his own “ factio 
cccamica" when, from its teaching that man could, by his 
natural powers, aequire a love of God beyond all things, he at 





1 Fol, 158, Denifle-Weiss, 1%, p. 631, 0, 1, 2; “Hom. Schol..”” 
p- 130: “Hoc totum scholastic’ theologi unam @icuné mutationesn » 
‘expudsionem, preccats et énfusionem gratice.” 

¥ See Denifle-Weiss, 1%, p. 542 ff. 

+ Denifle, 1, p. 520, n. 1. 

* On Occam's teaching on the supernatural habit sce below. p. 154. 
Oceam, 2 Sent, q. 25, saya, it seems "quod inatitia originalis dicat 
aliquid’ absoluttim superadiitum purie naturatibus.” Bicl speaks, 2 
Sent., dist. 30, q. 1, conel. 3, of tho “donwm aupernaturate,” 
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once infers that it declared infused graco to be superfluous, 
and further, when, for instance, he asserted that the axiom 
quoted above, and peculiarly beloved of the Occamixts, “* Facienti 
quod est in se Deus non denegat gratiam,” was erroneous, as 
though it placed a ‘* wall of iron "’ between man and the grace of 
God.* No Occamist. understood the axiom in the way he wishes 
to make out. 


Luther went so far in his gainsaying of the Occamist 
doctrine of the almost unimpaired ability of man for purely 
natural good, that he arrived at the opposite pole and 
began to maintain that there was no such thing as vitally 
good acts on man’s part; that man as man does not act in 
doing what is good, but that grace alone does everything. 
The oldest statements of this sort are reserved for the 
quotations to be given below from his Commentary on 
Romans, We give, however, a few of his later utterances 
to this effect. ‘They prove that the crass denial of man’s 
doing anything good continued to characterise him in later 
life as much as carlier. 





In tho Gospel-homilics contained in his “‘Postils,"" he teaches 
the people that it was a “shameful doctrine of the Popes, 
universities, and monasteries "” to say ‘“ we ought by the strength 
of our free will to begin [exclusive of God’s help 1] by secking 
God, coming to Him, running after Him and earning His grace.” 
“ Beware, beware," he cries, “of this poison; it is the merest 
devil's doctrine by which the whole world is led astray... . 
You ask : How then must we begin to become pious, and what 
must wo do that God may begin in us? Reply: What, don’t 
you hear that in you there is no doing, no beginning to be pious, 















ering and ending. All that you begin is sin and 
ns sin, let it look as pretty as it will; You can do nothing 
but sin, do how you will . . . you must romain in sin, do what 
you will,and all is sin whatever you do slone of your free 
will; for if you wore able of your own free will not to sin, 
or to do what is pleasing to God, of what uso would Christ be 
toyoutil 

Isewhere, on account of the supposed inability of man, he 
teaches @ sort of Quietism : “Is anyone to become converted, 
pious and Christian, we don’t set about it; no praying, no 
fasting assists it; it must come from heaven and from grace 
alone. . . . Whoever wanta to becomo pious, let him not say: 
“I will set about doing good works in order to obtain grace,’ but, 













+ Op. in Gi 
» Shvetnet 
* Erl. ed, 10! 


188 3¢q. 
ln, 1, ps 272. 
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*I will wait to seo whether God by His word will give mo His 
grace and His spirit.’ "1 

And on another oceasion his words are still stronger: “The 
gospel tells us only to opon our bosom and take, and says; 
* Behold what God has done for you, He mado His Son become 
fiesh for you,” Believe this and.accept it and you will be saved."* 





Scen in the light of such passages, it becomes clear that the 
following must not be taken as a mere expression of humility, 
but as adepreeation of good deeds. Already, in 1519, Luther 
says: “ Man, like a cripple with disabled hands and fect, 
must invoke grace as the artisan of works (‘operum arti- 
ficem’).”3 The difficulty is that this very invocation is 
itself a vital, though surely not a sinful, action. Would not 
a man haye been justified in saying even of this preliminary 
act: I will wait, I may not begin? ‘ Luther was scarcely 
acquainted with the doctrine of a wholesome Scholasticism 
and with that of the Church concerning the mysterious 
reciprocal action of grace and free will in man, He was 
qualified to oppose the Occamist tcaching, but was incapable 
of replacing it by the true doctrine.’ 














Against the prevalent doctrine on the powers of man, Luther, 
among other verves from the Bible, brought forward Jokin xv. 5: 
“Without me ye ean do nothing.” A remark on his use of this 
supposed scriptural proof may serve to conclude what we hava 
said of the far-reaching negative influence of Occamism on the 
youthful Luther. 

‘The decisive words of the Redeemer : “ Without me yo can do 
nothing,” so Luther says to his friend Spalatin, had hitherto been 
understood quite wrongly. And, in proof of this, he adduces the 
interpretation which he must have heard in his school, or read 
in the authors who were thera in repute: ‘Our masters,” he 
says, “have made a distinction between the general and tho 
particular concurrence of Ged.” (concureus generalis and con- 
Cureus specialis or gratia); with the general concurrence man 
‘was able, so they taught, to do what is naturally good, i.e. what 
they considered to be good: with the particular, however, that 
which ia beyond nature ("* que gratice runt et supra naluram"), 
and meritorious for heaven. To this statement of the perfectly 
correct teaching of his masters he adds, however, tho following : 





1 Werke,” Weim. ed., 24, p. 244, in 1527. 
+ Ibid., p. 4. 

* Tbid., 2. p. 420. 

* Denifie, 1%, p. 561. In spite of this, some Protestant critics are 
under the impression that Denifle hes made of Luther a faithful 
follower of Occam and thet he “ gives him short shrift aa 6 confirmod 
Occamist."” 
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thoy taught that “with our powers we are able, under tho 
general Divine concurrence, to prepare ourselves for the obtaining 
of grace, ie. for the obtaining of tho particular concurrence, 
hence that we can ‘ inchoative 'do something, to gain merit and the 
vision of Cod, notwithtanding the oxpross teaching of Christ, 
h wo aro indood unablo to do this * perfective,’ without tho 











pa 

‘What Luther says here applies at most to the Nominalists ; 
according to Occam's school the preparation for sanctilying 
grace takes place by purely natural acts,? and accordingly this 
school was not disposed to take Christ’s words about eternal lifo 
too literally. Although healthy Scholasticism knows nothing of 
this and holds fast to the literal meaning of the words ‘Without 
me yo can do nothing,” viz. nothing ior eternal life (the absolute 
necessity of the general concurrence is taken for granted], 
yet Luther, in all simplicity, assures his friend that the whole 
past had taken the words of Chrixt in the senso he mentions 
(“Ste ext hucusque autoritas iste exposita ef intellecta,”)* This 
doctrine he detests so heartily, that he acts up the very extreme 
opposite in his now system. ‘The general Divine concursus, he 
says in his letter to Spalatin quoted above, certainly leads nature 
on to work of itself, but it cannot do otherwise than “ soek its 
own and misuse the gifts of Cod." Nature merely provides stuff 
for the “punishing fire,” however good and moral its works 
may appear outwardly.” Hence, eccording to him, there is no 
distinction betwoon general and particular concurrence, between 
the inchoative and the perfective act; without Christ, and 
“*before we have been healed by His grace,” there is absolutely 
nothing but mischief and sin. 











By “ grace,” here and chewhere, he means the state of 
justifying grace. Whereas true Scholasticism recognises 
actual grace, which assists man even before justification, 
this is as good as excluded by Luther already in the be- 
ginning of his theological change. Why? Partly because 
he cannot make use of it as he refers everything to justifying 
faith, partly because the Occamists, his masters, erroneously 
reduced the particular influence of God almost entirely to 
sanctifying grace, and neglected or denicd actual grace. 

In the latter respect we perceive one of the positive effects 
of Oecamism on Luther. This leads us to another aspect 
of the present theme. 

+ On April 13, 1520,  Bricfwoehsel,” 2, p. 379 f. 

* €p. Deniflo, 1, p. 564. 

* Mathesius, “* Tischreden" (ed. Kroker), p. 172, “Scholastica 
theologia in hos articulo consentit, hominem ex puria naturativus posse 
mereré gratiam de congrwo.”” Words of Luther in 140. As a good 
Oceamist he himself had taught the same in his Grst exposition of tho 
Vsalms. 800 above, p. 75. 
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3. Positive Infuence of Occamism 


We haye so far been considering the precipitate and 
exeessive antagonism shown at an early date by Luther 
towards the school of Occam, cspecially towards its 
anthropological doctrines ;_ we have also noted its influcnee 
on his new herctical principles, particularly on his denial 
of man’s natural ability for good, Now we must turn our 
attention to the positive influence of the Occamist teaching 
‘upon his new line of thought, for Luther's errors are to be 
ascribed not only to the negative, but also to the positive 
effects of his school. 

His principal dogma, that of justification, must first be 
taken into consideration. 

‘This he drew up entirely on the lines of a scheme handed 
down to him by his school. It is no uncommon thing to 
see even the most independent and active minds tearing 
themselves away from a traditional train of thought in one 
particular, and yet continuing in another to pursue the 
accustomed course, so great is the power which a custom 
acquired at school possesses over the intellect. The simi- 
larity existing between Luther’s and Occam’s doctrine of 
the imputation of rightcou sness isquite remarkable, Occam 
had held it, at least as possible, that a righteousness existed 
which was merely imputed ; at any sate, it was only because 
God so willed it that sanctifying grace was necessary in the 
present order of things. He and his school had, as a matter 
‘of fact, no clear perception of the supernatural habit as a 
supernatural principle of life in the soul. According to the 
Occamist Peter d’Ailly, whom Luther repeatedly quotes 
in his notes on Peter Lombard, reason cannot be convinced 
of the necessity of the supernatural habit ; all that this is 
supposed to do can be done equally well by a naturally 
acquired habit; an unworthy man might be found worthy 
‘of cternal life without any actual change taking place in 
him: only owing to an acceptation on God’s part (** a sola 
divina acceplatione”) docs the soul become worthy of 
eternal life, not on account of any created cause (therefore 
not on account of love and grace). “ The whole work of 

1 Op. the passages from Occem. d’Ailly and Biol in Deniffo-Weisa, 
14, p. 591 ff, To the texts there quoted from Occam must be added 


those from 3 Sent., q. 8, A., where, “de necessitate habituum super. 
naturalium,” he osiablishes “threo conclusions: 1. Their necessity 
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salvation here becomes external; it is mechanical, not 
organie.”* 

If Luther, in consequence of his study of these Occamist 
doctrines, fell into error regarding the supernatural, the 
consequences were even worse when, with his head full 
of such Oecamistie ideas, he proceeded to expound the 
most difficult of the Pauline Epistles, with their dim and 
mysterious handling of grace, and, atthe same time, to 
ponder on the writings of St. Augustine,? that decp-thinking 
Doctor of grace. Such studies could only breed fresh 
confusion in his mind, 


cannot be proved by natural reason. 2. The necessity of theso habit 
cannot be inferred from the article of faith, that etemal salvation ia 
bostowed on man on account of his merits. "3. We can in addition to 
each supernatural habit possoss also a natural ono corresponding to 
it ond which impels us to similar acte. Yet, as he anys in concluding, 
the passage 1 Cor. xi ic aulem snarvent fideo,” ten, teaches 
that the habite exist in iteous and remain in the next life, But 
at the loiter D he retume to the subject : one who in not baptised and 
receives instruction can arrive at the love of God: “dilectio non 
infuea, tgitur acquisita” ; the acts of the will which we produco are 
natural ones, therefore the habit also is netural which they induce : 
“non obstante quod sit in woluniate habitus supernaturatis propter 
auctoritaiem [scripture], adhut oporte ponere habitum naturaliver 
acquietum.” “Finally, under T, alter again recognising the “ fides 
injusa, propter auctoritatem ecripturce,”” yet, a8 a matter of fact, be 
toys, ihnough the hahita might be acquired naturally, they ary tre: 
quently infused by God, and therefore called rightly “dona Dei? 
and “habilus infusi.” ‘Tho same habit, however, cannot be merel 
naturally sequired, but also as such ““habere effectus eiusdem speci 
vel rationis”; tho supernatural habits might nevertheless appear 
absolutely. superfluous (""viderentur tolaliter auperfluere") were it 
not for biblioal authority ; “rion sent ponendi propxer aliquam rationem 
evidentem.” Thus, on the ono hand, the strongest attempts to abolish 
the habits, and, on the other, a holding faxt to the teaching of the 
Bible. Nothing ia moro incorrect, than to accuse Oceam of a simple 
surrender of the supernatural qualities and a direct destruction of the 
supernatural order. Even tho indox to Occam's Commentary on the 
Sontonoos shows undor tho word habitus how strictly he distinguishes 
botwoen habitus infusus and habitus acquicitus, and how ho sccepts 
both and teaches, for instance, that the natural habits may remain 
even after tho destruction of the supernatural, 

* Sco Deniflo-Weins, 1, p. 604. 

* In Augustino the doctrine of imputation doos not appear. Cp. 

bach, “Dio Ethik des hl. Augustinus” (1909), 2, p. 187, who, 

after pointing out this fact, remarks : “* This doctrino ‘of imputation 
was aetually wet up by Luther, whose mind was dominated by Nomi- 
nalism,” Luther was able to introduce the continuance of original 
sin into Augustino’s writings only by forcing thoir meaning (see above, 
his alteration of concupiaeentia into peccalum, p. 98). From the stand- 
point of the continuance of original sin Luther, already in his Commen- 
tary on Romans, attacks the supernatural habit of grace. Cp. Braun, 
“ Die Bedeutung der Coneupiscenz bei Luther,” p. 310. 
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The result was as follows: regarding imputation, i.e. 
one of the foundations of his theology, Luther quotes Occam 
in such a way as to represent him as teaching as a fact what 
he merely held to be possible, He declares sanctifying grace 
to be not merely superfluous, but also non-existent, and 
erects the theory of Divine acceptation into a dogma, This 
alone would be sufficient to demonstrate his positive depend: 
ence on Occamism. 

The theories of acceptation, which were peculiar to the 
Occamists and which Luther took over-—though what they 
called by this name he prefers to call imputation—had not 
only met with approval, but had also been widely applied 
by this school. 


According to d’Ailly, evil is not evil on account of its special 
nature, but only because God forbids it (“* praise, quia lege 
prohibitum ”?) : a law or rule of conduct doea not exist by nature, 
for God might have willed otherwise (* potest non esse lex"); 
Ho has, however, decreed it in the presont order of things. 
Similar views appear in Luther’s Commentary on Romans, where 
little regard is paid to the objective foundation of the moral law. 

According to Occai ‘acts according to whim. D'Ailly 
actually discovers in him the view that it is not impossible to 
suppose that the created will might deserve well by hating God, 
because God might conceivably command this. In Luther we 
at least. find the opinion that God knows of no grounds for His 
action and might therefore work what is evil in man, which then, 
of course, would not be evil in God in consequence of His not 
imputing it to Himself as such. 

‘The Divine imputation or pactum plays ita part in the Occam- 
istic senso in Luther's carlicst theological lectures on the Psalms. 
“Faith and Grace,” he there says, “ by which woe are justifiod 
to-day, would not justify us of themselves save as a consequence 
of the ‘ pactum Dei.’ “In the same place he teaches that, as a 
result of such an “agreement and promise,” those who, before 
Christ, falfilled the law according to the letter, acquired a 
supernatural merit de congruo.* 

Luther's dependence on Occamism caused him, a8 Denifie 
expresses it, to be always “on bad terms with the super- 
natural” ;* we must not, however, take this as mesning that 
Luther did not do his kest, according to his own lights, to support 
and to encourago faith in revelation, both in himadf and in 
others. 


























We shall see how in the case of justification he regards 


faith, and then his particular ‘‘faith only” as the one 


1 Cp. Denifle-Weisa, 2, p. 305, 
Ep. Loofs, " Dogmengeseh., 
® Denific-Weiss, 14, p. 510. 
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factor, not, however, the faith which is animated by charity, 
and this because, with the Occamists, he rejects all super 
natural habits. He extols the value of faith on every occasion 
at the expense of the other virtues.! 

The positive influence of Occam on Luther is-also to be 
traced in the domain of faith and knowledge, Luther 
imagines he is fortifying faith by laying stress on its supposed 
opposition to reason, a tendency which is manifest alrendy 
in his Commentary on Romans, In this Occam and his 
school were his models. 


‘The saying that there is much in faith which is “plainly 
against reason and the contrary of which is established by faith '"* 
comes from d’Ailly. Occar found the arguments for the exist- 
enee of one God inadequate.* Biel has not go much to say 
against these prooia, but ho does hold thet the fact that one only 
God exists ia a matter of faith not capable of being absolutaly 
proved by reason.! 

Occam, whom Biel praises as “ multum clarua et latua,!" meds 
faith to know almost everything, bat the results achieved by 
reason to be few and unreliable.* He employed the function of 
reason, of @ caustic reason to boot, in order to raise doubts, or 
to exercise the mind at the expense of the truths of revelation ; 
yet in the positive recognition of articles of faith he allowed 
Feason to recede into the background. In any ease he prepared 
the way for the saying, that a thing may be false in theology 
and yet true in philosophy, and vice vera, proposition con- 
demned at the 5th Lateran Council by the Constitution 4 postolict 
Regiminia of Leo X.* 

Luther camo to state larly that “it was quito faleo to say 
the same thing was true in philosophy and also in theology’; 
whoever taught this was fettering the articles of faith “as 
prisoners to the judgment of reason.’? We shall have to speak 
later of many examples of the violent and hateful language with 
which he disparages roason in favour of faith. His love for tho 
Bible at an carly period strengthened in him the idea—one which 
the Occamists often advanced in the course of the dialectic 
criticism to which they subjected the truths of religion—that 
after all, the decisions of faith are not the same as those of the 


1 Deniflo-Weisa, ibid, p. 606, 

1 In 2 Sent. Multa, que apparent manifeste contra 
rationem, ef quortan opposifa sunt consona fides.” 

2 Quodlib. 1.q. 1: " Non potest demonstrative probari, quod tantum 
sunt eat Dea.” 

11 Sent. dist. 2. 10, conel, 3, F. 

Veiss, 1% p. G08. 
“Suna,” an. 1513, n. 92 ag; Mansi 




















Coll. cone.,” 


“Disputationen Luther.” p 487, No. 4-6, from tho 
Disputation on January 11, 1639. 
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mind, and that wo must make the best of this fact. Luther even 
in his Commentary on Romans is ever ready to decry the “wisdom 
of the fiesh,” which is there described as constantly interfering 
with faith. 

‘The union of faith and knowledge, of which true Scholasticism 
was proud, never appesled to Luther. 

‘The Occamists had also been boforo him in attacking Aristotle. 
The fact that many esteemed this philosopher too highly gave 
rise in their camp to bitter and oxaggerated criticism, and to 
excessive abuso of the Stagirite. Against tho blind Aristotelians 
d’Ailly had already written somewhat unkindly : ‘In philosophy, 

in tho toaching of Aristotle, there are no, or but fow, con 
cing proofs , . . we must call tho philosophy or teaching of 
Aristotle an opinion rather than a scienco. sory of Rimi 
whom Luther made use of and who was not ignorant of Occamism, 
says that Aristotle had shockingly gone astray (‘turpissime 
errant’) on many points, and, in some, had contradicted himself, 






Such were the minds that inspired Luther at the time 
when he was already making for a theological goal different 
from that of the “ rationalists,” wise ones of this world, 
and loquacious wiscacres, as he calls all the Scholastics 
indiscriminately in his Commentary on Romans. Wherever 
theology has made a right and moderate use of philosophical 
proofs, philosophy has always shown itsclf as the ancilla 
theologice, and has been of assistance in theological develop- 
ment. After expelling reason from the domain of super- 
natural knowledge Luther was forced to fall back on feeling 
and inward experience, on elements, which, owing to 
their inconstancy and variability, did not deserve the place 
he gave them. This was as harmful to faith as the denial 
of the rights of reason. 

Gerson had lamented, concerning the misuse of philoso- 
phical criticism in religious matters, that the mcthods of 
the Nominalists made faith grow eold,* and it may be that 
Luther had experienced these effects in himself, since, in 
his lectures on the Psalms, he acknowledges and regrets 
the cooling of his life of faith. But, surcly, in the same way 
the predominance of fecling and so-called religious experience 
was also to be regretted, as it crippled faith and deprived 
it of a sure guide, 


2 In 1 Sent, g. 3 & 
demonstrative... meyit opinio quam acicntia, et ideo valde 
reprehensibilen qui nimia tenaciter adherent auctoritati. Arisotetin. 
2 Superbia scholaaticor a pavitentia et file vira prorpriiens,” ete. 
“Opp.” (Ants, 1706), p. 110, 
* Sco above, p. 70, 








mule vel pauece aunt rationes evidentes 
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Staupitz spoke from feeling and not from a clear perception 
of facts when, in his admiration, he praised Luther as 
exalting Christ and His grace. He applauded Luther, as 
the latter says “at the outsct of his carcer’’: “ This 
pleases me in your teaching, that it gives honour and all to 
God alone and nothing to man, We cannot aseribe to God 
sufficient honour and goodness, ete.”* Staupitz sought for 
enlightenment in a certain mysticism akin to Quietism, 
instead of in real Scholasticism. On such mystic by-ways 
Luther was sure to fall in with him, and, as a matter of fact, 
from the point of view of a false mysticism, Luther was to 
denounce “ rationalising wisdom" and to speak in favour 
of religious fccling even more strongly than he had done 
before. 

Under the influence of both these elements, a quictistic 
mysticism and an antagonism to reason in matters of faith, 
his scorn for all natural works grew. This made it easier 
for him to regard the natural order of human powers as 
having been completely upset by original sin, More and 
more he comes to recognise only an appearance of natural 
virtues; to consider them as the poisonous blossoms of 
that unconqucrable selfishness which lies ever on the watch 
in the heart of man, and is only to be gradually tamed by 
the justifying grace of God. The denial of all freedom, 
under the ban of sin, little by little becomes for him the 
principal thing, the " summa eausa,” which, as he says in 
so many words, he has to defend.® Beside the debasement 
of reason and the false fancies of his mysticism, stood as a 
worthy companion the religion of the enslaved will; this 
we find present in his mind from the beginning, and at a 
later period it obtained a lasting monument in the work 
“* De servo arbitrio,” which Luther regarded as the climax 
of his theology. 

But there are other connceting-links between Occamism 
and the ertors of the young Monk. 

1 So Luthor relates, In Gal. 2, p. 103. 

2 Totiua summa chridianarum rerum.” So the Weim, od., 18, 
“Opp. Lat. var.” 7, p. 132, in ‘De aervo arbitrio.* 
is the work which Albert Ritech!, the well-known Protestant 
, summed up as follows on recount of the contradictions 
which it contained: “‘Luther'a work, ‘De servo arbitrio,” it, and 
ing, an unfortunate piece of bungling.” ‘* Die christ! Lahre von 
dor Rechtfestiqung und Versohmung.” 18, Bonn, 1882, p. 221. Seo 
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According to Oceam’s school the purely spiritual attri- 
butes of God cannot be logically proved ; it docs not con- 
sider it as proved merely by reason that God is the last and 
final end of man, and that outside of Tim there is no real 
human happiness, nor even, according to Occam himself, 
that “ any final cause exists on account of which all things 
happen” ;? not only, according to him, must we be on our 
guard against any idea that reason can arrive at God as the 
origin of happiness and as the end of salvation, but even 
His attributes we must beware of examining philosophically. 
Gcd's outward action knows no law, but is purely arbitrary. 
Thus Occamism, with its theory of the arbitrary Divine 
Will, manifesting itsclf in the act of “acceptation” or 
imputation, was more likely to produce a servile feeling of 
dependence on God than any childlike relationship; with 
this corresponded the feeling of the utter worthlessness of 
man’s own works in relation to imputation, whieh, abso- 
lutely speaking, might have been other than it is. 

Itis highly probable that the bewildered soul of the young 
Augustinian greedily lent an car to such ideas, and laboured 
to make them mect his own necds. The doubts as to pre- 
destination which tormented him were certainly not thercby 
diminished, but rather inereascd. Iow could the idea of 
an arbitrary God have been of any use to him? In all 

‘likelihood the apprchensiveness and obscurity which colours 
his idea of God, in the Commentary on Romans, was duc 
to notions imbibed by him in his school. Luther was later 
on to express this conception in his teaching regarding the 
“Deus absconditus,” on whom, as the source of all pre- 
destination (cven to hell), we may not look, and whom we 
may only timidly adore, Already in the Commentary 
referred to he teaches the absolute predest ion to hell 
of those whoare to be damned, a doctrine which no Occamist 
had yet ventuted to put forward. 

Among the other points of contact between Luther's 
teaching and Oceamism, or Nominalism, we may mention, 
as a striking example, his denial of Transubstantiation, 
which he expressly associates with one of the theses of the 
Occamist d’Ailly. Here his especial hatred. of the school of 
St. Thomas comes out very glaringly. 

















1“ Non poteat proburi_auficienter, quod Deus ait causa finalis 
Quoilib. 4, q. 2. Other Nominalists go still further, 
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Luther himself confesses later how tho Occamist school had 
led him to this denial." When studying scholastic theology ho 
had read in d’Ailly that the mystery of Christ's presence in tho 
Sacrament of the Altar would be much more comprehensible 
could we but aasume that He waa present. with the bread, 
without any change of aubstanco, but that this wes impouaiblo 
owing to the unassailable contrary teaching of the Church on 
Transubstantiation. The same idea is found in Occam, but of 
this Luther was unaware. Luther criticises d’Ailly's appeal to 
the Church, and then procoeds: “I found out later on what sort 
of Church it is which sete up such a doctrine ; it ie the Thornistic, 
the Aristotelian. My discovery made mo bolder, and therefore 
I decided for Consubstantiation. The opinions of the Thomists, 
‘even though approved by Pope or Council, remain opinions and 
do not become articles of faith, though an angel from heaven 
should say the contrary ; what is asserted apart from Scripture 

without manifest revelation, cannot be belioved.’’? Yet in 
point of fact tho term ‘ Tranesubstantiatio” had been first used 
in @ definition by the CEcumenical Lateran Council of 1215 to 
express tho ancient teaching of the Church regarding the change 
of substance. According to what Luther here says, St. Thomas 
of Aquin (whose birth occurred some ten years Inter) was re- 
sporaible for the introduction of the word and what it stood for, 
in other words for tho doctrine itself. A little later Luther 
solemaly reaffirmed that ‘ Transubstentiation is purely Thom- 
istic” (1522).3 “The Decretals settled the word, but there is 
no doubt that it was introduced into the Church by those coarse 
blockheads the Thomists"” (1541). Hence either he did not 
know of the Council or its date, or he did not know when St. 
Thomas wrote; in any caso he was ignorant of the relation in 
which the teaching of St. Thomas on this point stood to tho 
teaching of earlier ages. He was unaware of the historical fact of 
tho general adoption of the term sinca the end of the eleventh 
century ;# he was not acquainted with the theologians who 
taught in the interval between the Lateran Council and St. 
Thomas, and who used both the name and the idea of Tran- 
substantiation, and among whom were Albertus Magnus and 
Alexander of Hales: he cannot even have noted the title of the 
Decratal from which he derived the knowledge of the existence 
of the doctrine of Transubstantiation in the Middle Agee, for it 
is headed : “ Innocentiue tertius in concilio general 


That he should have made St. Thomas responsible for 
the doctrine of Transubstantiation, and that so rudely, 


+“ Worko,"” Weim. od., 6 p. 508; “Opp. Lat. var." 5, p. 29, 
“ De captivitate babyionics,” 1520. 
© Ibid. 




































* “Opp. Lat. var.,” 6, p. 423; Weim. ed., 10, 2, p. 204. Contra 
regem Henricum. 

* To Prince George or John of Anhalt, June, 1541, “Briefe™ (de 
Wotte), 6, p. 284. 

"Cp. Denifie-Weiss, 1%, p. G14 1, 
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appears to be a result of his ever-increasing hatred for 
Aquinas. In the first period of his change of view, his 
opposition was to the Scholastics in general, but from 1518 
onwards his assaults are on St. Thomas and the Thomists. 
Why was this? A Thomist, Pricrias of Rome, was the 
author of the first pamphlet against him ; another Thomist, 
Cardinal Cajetan, had summoned him to appear before his 
tribunal; both belonged to the Dominican Order, in which 
‘Thomas, the great Dominican Saint, was most enthusiastic- 
ally studied. Tetzel, too, was a Dominican and a Thomist. 
Any examination of Luther’s development cannot but pay 
attention to this circumstance, though it is true it docs not 
belong to his earliest period, It makes many of the out- 
breaks of anger to which he gave way Iater more compre- 
hensible. In 1522 Luther pours out his ire on the “' asinine 
coarseness of the Thomists,” on “the Thomist hogs and 
donkeys,” on the “stupid audacity and thickheadedness 
of the Thomists,” who “ have neither judgment, nor insight, 
nor industry in their whole body.” His theology, we may 
remark, largely owed its growth to this quarrel and the 
contradiction it called forth, 

Luther’s tendency to controversial theology and his very 
manner of proceeding, in itself far less positive than negative, 
bore the Occamist stamp. It is true he was predisposed 
this way by nature, yct the criticism of the nominalistie 
school, the acuteness and questioning attitude of Occam 
and diAilly, Ient an additional impulse to his putting forth 
like efforts, We shall not be mistaken in assuming that his 
doctrinal arbitrariness was, to a certain extent at least, a 
result of the atmosphere of decadent theology in which his 
lot had been cast. ‘The paradoxes to whieh he so frequently 
descends are manifestly modelled on the antilogics with 
which Occam’s works abound; like Occam, he frequently 
leaves the reader in doubt as to his meaning, or speaks 
Tater in quite a different way from what he did before. 
Oceam’s garrulity was, so it would appear, infections. 
Luther himself, while praising his acutcness, blames Oceam 
for the long amplifications to which he was addictcd.* On 

1“ Opp, Lat. var." 6, pp. 397, 309, 400, 425; Weim. ed., 10, 2, 
Pp., 188, 189, 190, 208. Contra rejem Henricum. 

* Lauterbach, “Tagebuch,” p. 18. After speaking of Occam as 


“ingeniosiasimua” he say’ 
amplificare in infinitum.” 
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more than one oceasion Luther reproaches himself for his 
discursiveness and supcrabundance of rhetoric. Even the 
Commentarics he wrote in his youth on the Psalms and the 
Epistle to the Romany prove to the reader that his self- 
reproof was well deserved, whilst the second Commentary 
also manifests that spirit of criticism and arbitrariness, 
bold to overstep the barricrs of the traditional teaching of 
the Chureh, which he had likewise received from his Occamist 
masters. 


Various attempts have been made to point out other 
theological influences, besides those considered above, as 
having worked upon Luther in his earlier years. 

It would earry us too far to discuss these opinions indi- 
vidually, the more so that there are searecly sufficient data 
to hand to lead toa decision. Luther himself, who should be 
the principal witness, is very reticent concerning the authors 
and the opinions he made use of in forming his own ideas. 
He would rather give the impression that cverything had 
grown up spontancously from his own thought and rescarch ; 
that his teaching sprang into being from himself alone 
without the concurrence of outsiders, like Minerva from the 
head of Jupiter. Ie assumes to himself with the utmost 
emphasis the precedence in the discovery of the Gospel, 
for instance, against rivals such as Carlstadt and Zwingli ; 
he alone had read his Bible, and Carlstadt was quite un- 
acquainted with it; he only, with illumination from above, 
had discovered everything. 

As we find in his writings so few allusions to outside 
influenees—save to that of Oceamism—it does not appear 
worth while to philosophise as to whether he had, or had 
not, been touched by the Gallieanism which was in the air. 
It is very doubtful whether he, in the comparative seclusion 
of his little world of Erfurt and Wittenberg, came to any 
extent under this influence, especially as his studies were so 
cursory and brief and confined within such narrow limits. 
The Gullican tendencies did not find in Germany anything 
like so fruitful a soil as in France, It is true that Luther 
soon after his change of opinions was capable of rivalling 
any Paris professor of Gallican sympathies in his depreciation 
of the Holy See. ence though no immediate influence 
on Luther can be allowed to Gallicanism, yet the fact 
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remains that the prevalent anti-Roman tendencies greatly 
contributed to the wide aceeptance of the Lutheran schism 
in Germany, and even beyond its borders. 

Again, that Luther, as has been asserted, after having 
tasted the food provided by Nominalism, was so disgusted 
as to rush to the opposite extreme in Scholasticism, making 
his own the very worst elements of realism, beth philoso- 
phical and theological, seems to rest on fancy rather than 
on facts, We may likewise refuse to sce in Wiclifism, with 
which Luther was acquainted only through the Constance 
Theses, any clement of inspiration, and also shake our heads 
when some Protestants, at the other extreme, try to show 
that the Doctors of the Church, St. Augustine and St. 
Bernard, were really the parties responsible for Luther’s 
turning his back on the doctrines of the Church. 

On the other hand, the influcnce of mysticism, with which 
we have now to deal, deserves much more attention. It 
cannot be denied that a very considerable part in the de- 
velopment of his new ideas was played by mysticism ; 
already at an early date the mystic spirit which Augustine’s 
works owed to their writer's Platonic studies, had attracted 
Luther without, howerer, making him a Neo-Platonist.* 
During the time of his mental growth he was likewise 
warmly attached to German mysticism. Yet, here again, 
it is an cxaggcration, as we can alrcady sce, to state as some 
non-Catholies do that Luther, “as the theologian of the 
Reformation,” was merely “a disciple of Tauler and the 
Frankfort author of the German Theology,” or that “it 
was only through mecting with the Frankfort theologian 
that he was changed from a despairing swimmer struggling 
in the billows of a gloomy sea into a great reformer.” 








“H. Bohmer, “Luther im Lichte der neueren Forschungen 
(1910), p. 63.“ What made such @ deep impr on him ? [in the 
works of Augustine]. First, if we may believ is own 
hand in the copy he chiefly used (* Werke, |. ix.), more 
particularly Avigustine’s mystico-philosoph i 
s$ Of all eurthly things, and felieity 
in God. These ideas, however, were hardly quite iew to him, He ud 
almady met with them, for instance, in Kernanl of Clairvanx and 
other mystics.” ‘That they should have “ impressed hin so forcibly,” 
as Bohmer rightly remarks, was largely owing to the fact that his car 
caught in them echoes of the ideas germinating in his own mind. 
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CHAPTER V 


‘THE ROCKS OF FALSE MYSTICISM 
1. Tauler and Luther 


Joun Tavter, the mystic and Dominican preacher of 
Strasburg, whom Luther so favoured, was quite Catholic 
in his teaching ; to attribute to him, as has been donc, any 
Panthcistic ideas is to do him an injustice, and it is equally 
wrong to imagine that he forestalled Luther’s notions 
regarding grace and justification, Yet his fanciful and 
suggestive mode of expression, his language which voiced, 
not the coneeptual definiteness of Scholasticism, but the 
deep feelings of the speaker, often allows of his words being 
interpreted in a way quite foreign to his real meaning. It 
was just this depth of feeling and this obscurity which 
attracted Luther. As his letters show, he breathed more 
freely while perusing Tauler’s writings, because they re- 
sponded to his natural disposition and his moods, not the 
Teast point in their favour being the absence in them of 
those hard-and-dry philosophical and dialectical mannerisms 
which were hateful to him. Without even rightly under- 
standing it, he at once applied the teaching of this master 
of mysticism to his own inward condition and his now, grow 
ing opinions; he clothed his own feclings and views in 
‘Tauler’s beautiful and inspiring words. His beloved mother- 
tongue, so expertly handled in Tauler’s scrmons, was at 
‘the same time a new means of binding him still more firmly 
to the mystic. In Tauler the necessity of the complete 
surrender of the soul to the action of God, of indifference 
and self-abandonment, is strongly emphasised. To free 
oneself as far as possible of sclf; to renounce all confidence 
in oneself in so far as this implies sclf-love and the pride 
‘of the sinful ercature; to accept with waiting, longing, 
suffering confidence God’s almighty working, this, with 
‘Tauler as with all true mystics, is the fundamental condition 
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for a union through love with the most Perfect Being. 
Luther, in his false interpretation of ‘Tauler, came to dream 
of a certain false passivity on man’s part, which he then 
cxpanded into that complete passivity which accompanics 
the process of justification. He thought that Tauler re- 
pudiated the doing of good works in his own sense. He 
fancicd that in him he had an ally in his fight against the 
so-called self-righteous and holy-by-works, He quite over- 
looked the contrary exhortations to the practice of good 
works and all observances of the Church which the great 
mystic had so much at heart.? 

‘Tauler frequently speaks of the night of the soul, of the 
darkness in which the natural man must place himself on 
the way from death to life and through the eross to light ; 
by this he means the sclf-humiliation which is pleasing to 
God, by which man fills himself with the sense of his own 
nothingness, and so prepares for the incoming of God into 
his innermost being. He often insists that the Creator, by 
means of the suffering and cruel inward desolation which He 
sends His clect, brings about that state of night, cross and 
death, to prove and refine the soul in order to prepare it for 
an intimate union with Himself. Such passages Luther 
referred to the states of fear and fright from which he so 
frequently sutfered, possibly also to his want of joy in his 
vocation, and the state of unrest which, as he complains 
to his brother monk, George Leiffer, owing to his surrendering 
himself too much to his own excessive cleverness, pressed 
heavily upon him.? When, during the warfare he had to 
wage on behalf of his new doctrine, his inward unrest 
increased, and at times almost mastered him, he took 
refuge still more cagerly in the tenets of the mystic, striving 
to calm himself with the idea that his pangs of conscience 
and his mental anguish were merely a preparation for the 
strong, joyous faith which must spring up in his soul and 

* Cu efss Tauler’s complaint against these who 
tions of the mysties in the serse of ethical passivity, 
“They blindly, mislend their nature and become ca 
works.” eto, They sink inte, © dangeroos natural quistudo « 
without the practice of virtue.” the contrary, “ mu 
Faron tie amrsthnietis 6€ Cad and Ue Chaseh snd Soclee th 
keep tha same.” Tauler's Sermons,” ed. Harberwer, 1, p. 194 f 
Cp. J. Zahn, * Einfuhrung in dio christl. Mystik,” Paderborn, 1003, 


p.313 ff. 
+ To Goorge Leiffer, April 15, 




















16, “ Briofweehsel,” 1, p. 31. 
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those of his followers as a pledge of justification. His very 
doubts and difficulties became to him, with the help of his 
misunderstood mysticism, a sign that he was chosen for the 
highest things, and that God would Icad him and all to 
peace through the new doctrine. It is in connection with 
his teaching concerning the night of the soul that he most 
frequently quotes Tauler at the commencement of his 
public struggle, whereas, before that, he had been wont to 
bring him into the field only against the so-called sclf- 
righteous, or against Scholastieism.1 

Tt was known at that time that he had become a pupil of 
Tauler, whom he frequently quoted, but few of his adver- 
sarics scem to have recognised the above-mentioned psycho- 
logical connection. Dungershcim of Leipzig on one occasion, 
in 1519, rightly holds up before him the teaching and 
example of Taulcr, and tells him he might have learnt 
from him how uscful it was to accept from others warnings 
and criticisms; he gloried in having leamt from Tauler 
many more spiritual doctrines than from any other man, 
but he really only understood one thing well, namely, how 
to kick against the pricks to his own hurt.? 


Luther's first mention of Tauler ia not contained in his letter 
to Lang of the late summer of 1516,* as was hitherto thought, 
but in the Commentary on Romans, which was already finished 
in the summer of 1516. 

It follows from this cireumstance thet he was already sc- 
quainted with Tauler’s sermons during the time that ha was 
busy on this Epistle. He had come scross ‘them somewhat 
carlicr, probably in the course of 1515, when ho was nearing his 
inward crisis. In this passage of the Commentary‘ he declares 
that God works secretly in man snd without his knowledge, 
and that what He does must be borne, i.e. must be accepted 
with humility and neglect of self. How we are thus to suffer what 
God sends," Tauler,”’ he saya, “explains in the German lan- 
guage better than the others, Yes, yes, we do not know how to 

















+ With regard to his ideas of the supposed animosity of mysticism 
for Scholasticism, W. Kohler says ("Luther und die Kirchengesch.,” 
the: opposition between mysticism and 
we historic, was mever ko acute as it 
Appeared to Luther's imaginution. In principle, Scholasticism and 
mysticism stand an the same ground, one being the necessary comple- 
nent of the other.” 
2 From Dungersheim's ‘Dialogus adversus M. Lutherum ”; 
Enders, ** Briefwechsel” p. 
3 Beinfweelisel." I p. 55 
“" Schol. Rum 
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pray in the way we should. Therefore God’s strength must come 
to the assistance of our misery. We, however, must acknowled go 
our despair and utter nakedness." 

But without actually mentioning Tauler by name, he frequently 
in this Commentary, utilises ideas which he supporta by his 
teaching. Thus, whon in Romana v. 3 ho describos in far-fetched 
terms the self-annihilation of tho soul, its fears and pains, from 
which finally its firm hope in God emerges. ‘The “*tribulatio 
patientiam operatur” of the Apostle he takes there to mean 
mystical inward tribulation ; one must. desire to be as nothing, in 
order that the honour of the Eternal God as Creator may remain.* 
Only the self-rightoous and the hypocrites shun the mystical 
death which lies in # renunciation of all self-merit ; according to 
@ mystical interpretation of a certain Bible passage the “ strong 
man armed" (Luke xi. 21 {.) will destroy the ‘* mountains of 
their works"; but the good, in their absolute destitution and 
tribulation, rejoice in God only, because, according to Paul, 
‘the charity of God is poured forth "’ in the hearts of the sorely 
proved ; they are drawn into the mysterious darkness of the 
Divine union and recognise therein not what they love, but 
only what they do not love; they find nothing but satiety in 
what they know and experience, only what they know not, that 
they desire.* Sach language simply misinterprets some of 
Tauler's profound meditations. 

‘As, in his Commentary on the Psalms, Luther does not yet 
refer either directly or Indirectly to Tauler, although the matter 
frequently invited him to do so, this confirms the supposition 
that it was only after the termination of those lectures, or towards 
their conclusion in 1515, that he became acquainted with the 
Master's sermons—which alone come under consideration, 
Probably, as mentioned clsewhere, he owed his knowledge of 
them to Johann Lang.? 














1" Schol, Rom.,” p. 133, he says of the earthly minded ullua 
[est] eiua Deus creator, quia non vill ease nifil, crciun ille sit ereator. 
Nulirar road nella] eat potrns, sapiens, bone, quia now vull in in 
Firmitate, stultitia, penalitale suatinere cum.” 

2 Thid., p. 138, in tho passage: " Quia charélas Dei diffusa ett in 
cordibua nostria” (Rom. v. 5) +" Charilas Dei" divitur, quia per eam 
solun Dewn diligimus, ubi nihil visibile, nihil rrperimentale nec intua 
nec foria ext, in quoel confidatur aut quod ametar aut timeatur, 
fmnia. in inviaibilem Dewm et énerperimentalem 
fn median tenebras interioren rapatun, moaciona quid aval, aeirnia, xuterm 








quid non ainet, ct ome cognituan et ecperinmn faatidecne cid gieod nondam 
enqnoseit, tantum deviderana, . ... Hoc denum lovyiasimo abeat ab iin, 
qui uaa iustitiaa alhue cident et diliqunt et non viais triste) 
Ho thinks ho must rise superior to such sclf-righteons, to whom his 
brother monks, who are zealous for good works (the OUservantincs 2), 
belonged. 

3 Sco above, p. 43. Wo shall deal later with his further relations 
with Lang, with whom he slured an inclination to mystic studies 
and leanings, 
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One of the books used by Luther in his youth and pre- 
served in the Ratsschul-Library at Zwickau is a copy of 
‘Taulcr’s sermons in the 1508 Augsburg edition with Luther's 
annotations made about 1515.1 The notes prove how 
strongly his active imagination was caught up into this new 
world of ideas, and how, with swelling sails, he set out for 
the port he thought lay beyond the mystic horizon. 


Mysticism teaches the true wisdom, he thero says, warmly 
praising this knowledge as “experimental, not doctrinal” 
(‘‘ sapientia experimenialis et non doctrinalis"). Dimly the error 
breaks in upon his mind, that man can have no wish, no will of 
his own with respect to God; true religion (vera fides) is the 
complete renunciation of tho will, tho most absolute passivity ; 
‘only thus is the empty vessel of the heart filled by Ged, the cause 
of all; the work of salvation is a “negotium abeconditum,” 
entirely the work of God, and He commonces it by the destruc 
tion of our self ( qued nos et nostra destruat"); He empties us not 
only of our good works and deairos, but even of our knowledge, 
for “ He can only work in us while we are ignorant and do not 
comprehend what He is doing.” Any active striving after virtue 
on our part (‘‘operatio virtutum"’) only hinders the birth of the 
word in our soul.* 

His new ideal of virtue necossarily involves our not striving 
after any particular virtues ; we are not to imitate this or that 
special virtue of some saint lest this prove to be the result of 
our own planning, and not God’s direction, and thus be contrary 
to passivity.! Not only will he grant nothing to sexual desire, 
or allow it anywhere, but even the enjoyment of the five senses 
(he calls it simply Iururia) must be struggled against, and 














+ This in one of the saven old hooks discovered there in 1389-90; 
the glowes added hy Luther to the same were edited by Buchwald 
in the Weim, ed., Volume ix. For the glosses to Tauler, ace tbid., 


P. 
TW .. 9, pp. 08, 102 f. ‘The real action of God on the spirit 
ig that which takes placa through Him " tynorantibua et non intelli. 
gentibus nobis id quod agit.” Hoe complains: “ Etat aciamus quod 
Deus non anal in nobis, nisi priua nos et nostra deatrual .. . non nudé 
atamus in mera fide": but the “nuda dea” is necessary because 
God acts contrary to our ways of thinking and dow what wo may 
faney to be “ ex diabolo." Such exhortations to confide ourselves blindly. 
her direction may be right, but one naturally ake how in the 
fot of this muidhoe from on high to be guaranteed and distinguished 
from a mere londing astray. Luther i hit public life simply ascumed 
his mission to bo divine bseause he felt it to be such (see vol. ike. x 
Land 2), and beeauso he persuaded himself that he w: 
inspiration from above “like a blind horse” to 
christ 
2 Weim, od.. 9% p. 103: “ Nullina exempli passionem vel opera- 
tionem apartet sibi prestitucre, sed indifferentem et nudam volutatem 
habere,” ote. 
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the “sweets of the spirit” be kept ab 6 distance, namely, 
“ devotiones,” “ affectiones,”* “ consolationza et hominum donorum 
societates.”” 

In his recommendation of passivity two tendencies unite, the 
negative influence of the school of Oceam, viz. the opposition to 
human works, and tho influenco of certain dimly apprehended 
mystical thoughts. 

‘While Luther twists Tauler’s expressions to suit the errors 
which were germinating in his mind in opposition to Scholasti- 
ciam, or, rathor, to Occamiam, he proceeds, sccording to hia manu- 
script notes in Tauler’s book, seriously to jeopardise free will 
without, howover, as yot ectually attacking it. Ho finds tho 
origin of all evil in man's setting up against God his own will, 
and cherishing his own individual intentions and hopes. He 
thinks he is summing up tho whole of Tauler'a doctrine with tho 
words "God does everything in us" ("* omnia in nobie operatur 
Deus”), Whore Tauler in one of his sermons, obviously speaking 
of other matters, says: “When God is in all things,” Luther 
immediately follows up the author's words with: “ Hoc, queso, 
nota" the exclusiveness of the Divine being and working 
appears to him of tho utmost moment. 

And yet it should be expressly pointed out that Tauler and the 
real Christian mystics know nothing of that passivity and completo 
surrendering of self which floated before Luther's mind. On the 
contrary, they declare such ideas to bo false, “The ideal 
Christian mysticism is not an ideal of apathy but of energy, 
“a striving after an annihilation of individuality" was always 
@ mark of mock mysticism. Another essential difference between 
trac mynticiam and that of Luther is to be found in the quality 
of the state of spiritual sedness and abandonment. Luther's 
descriptions of the state mirror the condition of a soul without 
hope or trust and merely filled with despair and dull resignation ; 
this we shall see more clearly in his accounts of the pains of hell 
and of readiness for hell. With the recognised Catholic mystics 
this is not tho caso, and, in spite of all loss of consolation, thero 
yet remains, according to them, “in the very depths of the soul, 
the heroic resolve of fidelity in silent prayer Confidence and 
love are nover quenched though they are not sensibly felt, and 
the fooling of the separation of the soul from ita God in this 
Gethsomano proceeds merely from a great love of God which does 
not think of any “ readiness for hell.” ‘That is love,” Tauler 





























2 Ib 
* Wid. It is truo ho thinks he is explaining what precedes: 
“Nota, quod divina pati magia quam agcre oportel.” 
2 dbids, pe 104, Cp. pe 103s "* Deze eet intimior rebua ecterie quam 
ipec [ios spac] oibiy” cto. 

“See J, Zahn, "* Einfahrung in die christ Mystik’ p, 920, Ref 
enco may be made to this excellent work for the historieal proofs, 
even from Tauler, into which we are not able to enter ; p. 281, on the 
“ Brloschen der Fehheit.” 

* Zahn, iid., pp. 331, 327. 
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says, where there is @ burning in the midst of starvation, want 
and doprivations, and yet at the same time perfect calm. 

It is no wonder that in Luther's Commentary on Romans, 
written at about the same time as the notes, or shortly after, his 
pseudo-mysticism breaks out. In addition to the already quoted 
passages from tho Commentary let us take tho following, which 
is characteristic of his new conception of perfect love: With the 
cross we mast put everything of self to death ; should God give 
spiritual graces, we must not enjoy them, not rejoice over them ; 
for they may bring us in place of death a mistaken life of self, 0 
that we stop short at the creature and leave the Creator. Thero- 
fore away with all trast in works! Only the most perfect love, 
the embracing of God's will absolutely, without sny personal 
advantage ix of any worth, only such love as would, if it could, 
strip itself even of its own being. 





Frequently in this period of strange spiritual transition 
Luther's manner of speaking of the dissolving of the soul in 
God, and the penetrating of all things by the Divine, borders 
on Panthcism, or on false Neo-Platonism, This, however, 
is merely owing to his faulty mode of expression. He docs 
not appear to have been either disposed or tempted to 
Teave the path of Christianity for actual Pantheism or Neo- 
Platonism, although the previous example of Master Eckhart 
and of others shows us, that mysticism has not infrequently 
allured even great and talented minds on to these rocks. 
‘That he should, as already shown, have weleomed without 
any sign of scruple the actual destruction of all free will for 
good must, in part, be explained by his lack of a thorough 
theological and philosophical training. How different 
might have been his development, given his mental char- 
had he, instead of devoting his attention in his unripe 








years to the teachings of mysticism, steeped himself, for 
instance, in the 


Summa Theologica” of Thomas of Aquin, 






131; in the sermon on Luko 
dio Prdiungen im mystisehon 


2 "Sohok Rom.” p. 185 a7, p. IH: “ Charitan Def, quae 
insima affictio in Deru, quae’ ola furit rectos corde, acla anf 
ala castimgit fouitianem proprice inatilier.  Quia won 
hint solem ee jrerwin Drown ditigit, won dana ipa Dei, mient hipor 
PL 189, again against the hiporritarun chartaa, 
qui xibi ipnin fimgant et simudant we hubere chariicuem. «.« Ditigere 
Dewsn propter dana et propter comodum ext viliseina dilectione, i.e. 
ia eum ditigere.”” God is to be loved * propter voluntatem 
" otherwise it is not the love of the children of God, but 
tho love of slaves. Ho overlooks the fact that it is possible to recom- 
mead the higher without altogether repudiating the lower. 
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that brightest and greatest mind of the Middle Ages! After 
making himself thoroughly at home in such a theology he 
would then have been qualified to summon to his assistanec 
the better sort of mysticism, in which he would have found 
much agrecing with his stamp of mind and which would 
have allowed him to rise to a still higher enjoyment of the 
true and good. If then he was not content to stop short at 
Tauler and the “ German Theology,” there was the Domini- 
can Henry Suso also at his service, the godly author of 
writings such as “ The Little Book of Eternal Wisdom,” 
which has been called the “ finest fruit of German mysticism” 
(Denifle), He shows in how inspiring a union pious immer- 
sion in God can be combined with theological clearness of 
thought. Many others who flourished after the time of 
Suso, in Germany and elsewhere, and who distinguished 
themselves as practical and at the same time thcorctical 
mysties by the depth of their feeling and their theological 
culture would have served as his examples. Such were 
Johann Ruysbrock, of Groenendael near Brussels, Gerard 
Groot of Deventer, the founder of the Brothers of the Com- 
mon Life, Henry of Louvain, Ludolf the Carthusian, Gerson 
of Paris—with his execllent Introduction to Mysticism, on 
the lines of the so-called Arcopagite—Thomas & Kempis, 
the pious guide, and, among enlightened women, Lidwina 
of Schicdam in Holland, Catherine of Bologna and Catherine 
of Genoa, The names mentioncd, so far as they belong to 
the domain of German mysticism, point to a fertile religions 
and literary field in Luther’s own country, as attractive by 
profundity of thought and beauty of representation as by 
depth of fecling and heartiness of expression, Tt was a cruel 
misunderstanding—which, however, is now breaking down 
more and more, even in the case of Protestant writers—to 
represent the ideas of German mysticism as precursors of 
Luther's later doctrine. 

This vcin of true mysticism remained scaled to Luther, 
By attempting to ercate a theology of his own with the 
fantastic notions which he read into Taulcr, he fell into the 
mistake against which Thomas of Aquin had already 
sounded a warning note in his “Summa Theologica,” 
Without a safe guiding star many minds are led astray by 
the attraction of the extraordinary, by the delusions of an 
excited fancy or the influence of disordered inclinations, 
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and consider that to be the work of Divine grace which is 
merely deception, as experience shows. 

‘As an expression of the spiritual turmoil going on in 
Luther, we may quote a passage from a sermon of January, 
1517, Speaking of the gifts of the three kings he says: 
“the pure and choice myrrh is the abnegation with which 
we must be ready to return to absolute nothingness, to the 
state before creation ; every longing for God is there re- 
linquished (!), and likewise the desire for things outside of 
God; one thing only is desired: to be led according to His 
good pleasure back to the starting-point, i.e. to nothingness, 
Ah, yes, just as before God called us into existence we were 
nothing, desired nothing, and existed only in the mind of 
God, so we must return to that point, to know nothing, to 
desire nothing, to be nothing. That is a short way, the way 
of the eross, by which we may most specdily arrive at life.””# 
Whether a sermon was the right place for such, at best 
purely incomprehensible, an outburst, is doubtful. Luther, 
the idealist, was then disposed to pay but little attention 
to such practical considerations. In the cyes of many of 
his pupils and friends, however, mystical discourses of this 
sort may have lent him the appearance of a pious, spiritually 
minded man, 

With regard to the “ way of the cross ” and the “ theology 
of the crass,” which he began to teach as soon as he had lost 
himself in the maze of mysticism, he explains himself more 
clearly in the Disputations which he organiscd at Witten- 
berg, and which will be dealt with below.* 


§ £8, q. 188, a. 

1S Welles" Weim ed, 1, p, 128, quoted by Hunainger, “ Luther 
und die deutsche Mystik” [Neue kirehl Zeitschr.,” 19 (1908), 
Heft 11, pp. 972-88}, p. 984, who remarks : the passage shows "how 
great the danger was at that time of Luther becoming lost in these 
speculations * the “ most extreme mystical utterance to be 
found in his ‘When he saya: " What is hero deseribed as 
8 via crucia is genuinely Neo-Platonie,” all will not agree with him. 
Hunzinger, p. 975, also considers it proof of Neo-Platonism wh 
in his Commentary on the Psalms, Luther follows St. 
urges man ‘‘avertere se a visibilibue et converiere ne ad invisibilia et 
intelligibilia.” One is more inclined to agree with his concluding 
sentence : “No one will wish to assert, after taking note of this pro- 
Position, thet Luther in his myatical petiod never left the path of the 
ethical.” 

* See below, viii. 2 
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2, Effect of Mysticism on Luther 


The study of mysticism was not altogether disadvan- 
tageous to Luther, for it proved of use to him in various 
ways. 
rst, as regards his grasp of spiritual subjects and their 
expression in words, Taulcr’s simple and heartfelt manner 
taught him how to clothe his thoughts in popular and 
attractive dress. The proof of this is to be found in his 
writings for the people and in several of his more carefully 
prepared sermons, particularly in the works and sermons 
of the first period when the mystical influence was still 
predominant. Also with regard to the common body of 
istian belief, so far as he still held fast to the same, 
several excellent elements of Catholic mysticism stood him 
in good stcad, notwithstanding his inward alienation, 
The intimate attachment of the mystics to Christ and their 
longing expectation of salvation through the Lord alone, 
sentiments which made an immense impression on his soul, 
notwithstanding the fact that he understood them in a 
one-sided and mistaken fashion, probably had their share 
in preserving in him to the very end his faith in the Divinity 
of Christ and in the salvation He wrought. They also led 
him to esteem the whole Bible as the Word of God, and to 
hold fast to various other mysteries which some of the 
Reformers opposed, for instance, the mysterious presence 
of Christ in the Sacrament, even though they did not 
prevent him from modifying these doctrines according to 
his whim. While Luther retained many of the views rooted 
the faith and sentiment of earlier ages, the Rationalism 
of Zwingli was much more ready to throw overboard what 
did not appear to be sanctioned by reason ; this came out 
especially in the controversy on the Lord’s Supper. The 
reason of this was that Zwingli had been trained in the 
school of a narrow and critical Humanism; of mysticism 
in any shape or form he knew nothing at all. 

Among the advantages which Luther derived from 
mysticism we cannot, however, reckon, as some have done, 
his later suecess against the fanatics ; this success was not 
a result of his having overcome their false mysticism by the 
true one. By that time he had almost completely given 
up his mysticism, whether true or false, He certainly met 
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the attacks of the fanatics and Anabaptists by appealing 
to his own mystical experiences, but that was really a mere 
tactical, though none the less effective, mancuvre on his 
part, which, with his ready tongue and pen, he was able 
to put to excellent account. “ Who spoke of spirits 9” he 
says; “I also know the spirit and have had experience of 
the spirit ; I am able, yca, am called, to reveal their delu- 
sions.” And in the eyes of many he may ecrtainly have been 
considered, on account of the “ mystical” terrors he had 
suffered, and to which he frequently referred in public, to 
be specially fitted to unmask the false spiritualism of his 
opponents, As a matter of fact, his fears and his mysticism 
had nothing to do with the real discerning of spirits ; they 
never brought him light, but only darkness. The truth is 
that, at the time of his contest with the fanatics, he had 
become more sober, had a clear, practical eye for the mis- 
chief of the movement, and regarded it as the highest duty 
of sclf-preservation to stamp out the flame of revolt against 
his patrons and his own teaching. We shall sce, however, 
that the fanatics were, in a certain sense, the children of 
Luther’s own spirit. 

















The real gocd which Luther may have derived from the 

study of mysticism was fur more than counterbalaneed by 
the regrettable results of his nations eoneerning the * pure 
myrth” of passivity, and the desire for nothingness, which 
at one and the same time involvcd him in a real labyrinth, 
and raised his estimation of his own mission to an cnormous 
and dangerous height. He came to fancy himself far 
superior not only to the Oecamists, but to the whole of the 
sccular and regular clergy, the “swarm of religious and 
pricsts,” even to all the theolcgians, and particularly to the 
Scholastics, those “‘sow thcolcgians,” who knew nothing 
s conversant with. 
m had already paved the way for his later 
belicf with regard to his own Divine call to establish the 
new teaching; it was supported by his views of God’s 
guidance of the unconscious soul; what he would formerly 
have regarded as a mistaken road and due to diabolical 
inspiration was now labelled x gedly act. 

Truc and real mysticism could not take root in him 
beeause, to start with, the neecssary predisposition, con- 
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cerning which the other mystics and Tauler are agreed, 
was wanting, viz. above all humility, calmness and that 
holy indifference, which allows itself to be led by God along 
the path of the rules of its calling without any ulterior, 
private aims; peaceableness, composure of mind and zeal 
in prayer were not his. What mysticism left behind in 
Luther was scarcely more than the fragrance of its words, 
without any real fruit. What took root and grew in him was 
rather the hard wood from which lances are made, ready 
for every combat that may arise. His mysticism itself 
gives the impression of being part of the battle which his 
antagonism to the Occamists led him to give to Scholasticism. 
Those who contradicted his new ideas—even his brother 
monks, like the Erfurt philosophers and theologians— 
appeared to him to be opposcd on account of their Schol: 
ticism. The most effective way of escaping or overcoming 
them seemed to him the replacing of the older theology by 
another, in which, together with Holy Scripture and St. 
Augustine, mysticism should occupy a chief place. 





By this, however, wo do not mean that the mysticism of 
Luthor was merely a fighting weapon. From his letters wo may 
gather that he lived in the belief that his new road would con- 
duct him to a joyous nearness to God. 

The letter is dated December 14, 1516, in which he exhorts his 
friend Spalatin, at tha Court of the Elector, to taste in Tauler 
“the pure, thorough theology, which so closely resembles th 
old, and to see how bitter everything is that is ourselves, 
in ‘order to “discover how sweet the Lord is."* He is 
already so mystically inclined that he will not even adviso 
his friend in enswer to a query, which little religious books 
he should translate into German for the use of the people; 
this advice lay in the counsel of God, as what was most whole- 
some for man was generally not appreciated ; hardly was there 
‘one who sought for Christ ; the world was full of wolves (these 
thoughts certainly seem to have remained with him in his public 
career); we must mistrust even our best intentions and be 
guided only by Christ in prayer; but the “swarm of religious 
‘and pricats always follow their own good and pious notions end 
are thereby miserably deceived. 

His letter to George Spenlein, which is saturated with an 
extravagant mysticism of grace, also belongs to the same 
year, 1516.2 

On Docombor 4, 1516 (so above, p. 87), Luther finished 
seeing through the press the “Theologia Deutsch,” which he 
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Drought out, first in an incomplete edition, because he was under 
tho impression that it was by Tauler. It is an echo of Tauler’s 
authentic works, somowhat distorted, however, by Luther's 
Preface, at the end of which he declares that » thorough teaching 
of the Holy Scripture “ must make fools,” intending thereby to 
contrast the insignificance of natural knowledge with Divine 
revelation. The booklet teaches mysticism from the Church’ 

standpoint, though its language is not, well chosen. There i 
however, no real need to interpret cortain obscure passages in a 
pantheistic acnse, as has been done. The booklet cannot there- 
fore be taken as a proof that Luther at that time was pantheistic 
ally inclined, or that he possessed 80 little theological and philo- 
sophical knowledge as not to be able to distinguish between 
Pantheiam and the teaching of the Church. Nor is there the 
slightest trace of specifically Luthoran dectrino in the “ Theologia 
Deutsch."* 

In 4 sermon of February 15, 1517, based on Tauler, Luther 
dusies himself with those priests, laymen, and in_perticular 
religions, who, s0 he saya, wish to be thought especially pious, 
but who are hypocrites’ because, even in spiritual things, 
they do not overcore their self-love because they attempt, for 
the love of God, to accomplish much and to do great things ; 
almost all Tauler’s sermons, he remerks, show how clearly he 
saw through theso false self-righteous, and how energetically he 
opposed them.* As a matter of fact, Tauler, in tho remarks 
referred to, has in his mind those who deserve, for other reasons, 
to be blamed on account of their perverso and proud mind, while 
Luther utilises such utterances in support of his own notorious 
dislike for good. works and for zealous individual effort.* 














1 Rocontly edited (1908) by H. Mancol seeording to Luther's 
edition with additions from MSS.; sce ‘Theol. Literaturatg.,” p. 493 
(1909). “Mandel says in the preface: “Tt ie obvionsly not correct 
to represent Luther's well-known experiences in the monastery [whicht] 
es directly connected with his fundamontal ideas of reform, Rather 
it is evident, and acknowledged by Luther himself, that he learnt hi 
tho school of Twuler and the ‘Theolngia Deutsch.” 









mistaken notions. T 
the assertion frequently made that it is decidedly Panthebstic 
there a delinite distinction ia made between God and the 
creature as the “ perfect” and the “ divided” essence ; “‘of all the 
divided none is perfect. Hence the perfect is no part of the divided.” 
In the light of this the obscure sentence which occurs in the “* Theologia 
Deutsch.” that God, the Perfect, is the essence of all things, without 
‘whieh and outside of which there is no real being, must not be under- 
stood in the Pantheistic sense, ‘The book, in fact, contains no sentence 
which cannot be understood in an orthodox fashion when taken in 
conjunetion with others. 
“Werke.” Weim, ed., 1, p. 137. 

* Cp. W, Kohler, ‘Luther und dio Kirchengesch.,” J, 1, p. 244. 
who quotes Tatler in the above sense from his sermons in Hamberger's 
edition (Frankfurt a/M.. 1826). volume i.. p. 261 ff.: volume ii., 
pp. 408, 410, 428. ler remarks (p. 239) that “however much 
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In his dofonce of his Wittenberg Indulgeneo Thosoa against 
Eck’s  Obeliaci” (1518), wo also find a characteristic misrepre- 
sentation of Tauler. Tauler, speaking of tho possible torments 
resulting from the deprivation of religions consolation which 
may be experionced on earth, instances the vision of poor soul 
who, by hamble resignation to God's Will, was delivered from 
ita trouble, Luthor tales the story as referring to a soul in 
Purgatory, and sees therein not merely proof that souls are 
resigned in tho place of purgation, but that they actually rejoice 
in tho separation from salvation which God has imposed upon 
them ; finally, ho uses the story in support of his twenty-ninth 
paeudo-mystical thesia, in which he says that, on account of the 
piety of those who havo died in the peace of God, it ia uncortain 
whether all souls in Purgatory even wish to be delivered from 
their torments.* His mystical ideas concerning abandonment 
to God's good pleasure had warped his understanding. 

In the above passage, and again later, he instancas Paul and 
‘Moses as men who had desired to become curse of God. If 
they expressed such a wish during life, he declares, a similar 
desire on the part of the dead is comprehensible. The common 
and better interpretation of the Bible pessages in question 
regarding Moses and Paul differs very much from that of Luther. 





Luther embraced the idea, which permeates Toulcr’s 
works, of the painful annihilation of self-will and of all 
man’s sensual inclinations, not in order to mortify his own 
sclf-will and sensuality by obedience to the rules of his 
Order and humble submission to the practices of the Chureh, 
but the better to make his delusive disregard for the zealous 
performance of good works appear high and perfeet to his 
‘own mind and in that of others. 

One should be ready, so he asserts in the defence of his 
theses against Pricrias, to renounce all hope in any merit 
or reward to such an extent that “ if you were to see heaven 
‘open before you, you would nevertheless, as the learned 
Dr, Tauler, one of your own Order [Prierias was also a 
Dominican], says, not enter unless you had first. consulted 
God’s Will as regards your entcring, so that even in glory 
‘you may not be secking your own will.”® In Tauler there is, 
it is true, something of the sort,3 though it docs not authorise 





Taulor had in common with Luthor... tha Inttor overlooked the 
differences”; on p. 244: “hia severity to self-rightennsnes ix m 
‘point whieh Luther learnt from Tauler.” 


* Weim, a. 1, p. 298, agreeing with the Resolu- 
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Luther to assume the standpoint he does in his theory of 
resignation, Luther in his Commentary on Romans, as 
already stated, gocs so far as to preach resignation to eternal 
damnation, and even to demand of us a desire to be damned 
should it please God to deerce it for us (sce below, vi. 9). 
‘All this for the ostensible purpose of exeluding the slightest 
appearance of sclf-love, ‘But how,” a modern author 
asks, writing with a knowledge of the better Christian 
mysticism, “can there be less merit in striving after the 
final consummation in the next life which is offered and 
recommended to us by the Divine favour, and from which 
final salvation is inseparable? How then can the ideal 
state of the mystic consist in indifference to his perfection 
and salvation, to heaven or hell ?"* “Indifference with 
regard to the attainment of the highest, uncreated, eternal, 
endless Good can never be postulated.”* But Luther thinks 
he can justify this and other errors with the help of Tauler 
and his own mysticism, 

But he did not, and could not, use Tauler as a weapon 
against the Schoolmen, All he could do was to magnify 
the loss which these had suffered through not being ac- 
quainted with such a theology as Tauler’s, “ the truest 
theology.” ‘Tauler, as a mattcr of fact, was not opposed 
to Scholasticism, indeed, the pith of his exhortations rests 
upon well-grounded scholastic principles. 

By the time his second and complete edition of the 
“Theologia Deutsch” appeared, the printing of which 
was finished on June 4, 1518, Luther knew with certainty 
that this booklet was not by Tauler. Nevertheless, in the 
Preface he heaps exaggerated praise upon it, gives it a 

1 J. Zahn, “ Binfahrung in die christl Mystik,” p. 302. 

23. Zahn, ibid., p. 303. Zahn oxpresses himself very aptly in 
regard to tho unfavourable moral effecis of the contrary theory the 

h Christ expressly recommends when He says we are 
the glorious reward which awaits us in the next world 
(Matt. v. 12) hea very different influence. Against Fénelon’s 
correct views of pure love without any admixture of intereat for 
eternal salvation, he has the following: “The greatest fault in Féne- 
Jon’s system lies in the coupling together of the real striving after 
perfection and the attainment of salvation with an unworthy egotistical 
working for a reward" (p. 307). ‘Tho theories of Mme. Guyon, whem 
Fénelon detonds, are simply appalling: 0 Will of my God, Thou 
wouldst be my Beradise in Hell.” According to her, the aacrifice of 
salvation is the culmination of the interior life (ibid., p. 292). Cp. 
the propositions from the Quietist mysticism of Molinos, condemned 
by Innocent XI on November 20, 1637, 
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place beside the Bible and St. Augustine, and declares that 
his own teaching, on account of which Wittenberg is being 
assailed, possesses in it a real bulwark: “ Only now” has 
he discovered that, before his time, * other people ” thought 
just the same as he. Here then we see the alliance which 
he has entered into with mysticism, now plaecd completely 
at the service of his rediscovered Evangel; the sympathy 
which had attracted him to the German mystics during 
the Jast few years here reveals its truc character and is led 
to its overdue triumph. In a certain sense mysticism was 
always to remain harnessed to his chariot, 

On the other hand, Luther very soon gave up pseudo- 
Dionysius the Arcopagite, the mystic whose teaching had 
spread from the East over the whole of the West. At first, 
following publie opinion, he had esteemed him very highly, 
the morc so sincc he had taken him for a disciple of the 
Apostles; but, subsequently to the Disputation at Leipzig, 
where the Arcopagite was urged against him, he shows 
himself very much opposed to him, According to Luther, 
he does not allow Christ to come to His rights, he grants 
too much to philosophy and is, of course, all wrong in his 
teaching concerning the hierarchy of the Church. Luther, 
however, always remained true to St. Bemard, with whom 
he had become acquainted, together with Gerson, in his 
spiritual reading at the monastery. From St. Bernard, as 
likewise from Tauler, he borrowed many mystic ideas, yet 
not without at the same time forcibly misinterpreting them 
and ascribing to the former, ideas which are altogether 
foreign to his mind.? Gerson’s theologico-mystical intro- 
duction, which Luther cites in his glosses on Tauler, did not 
experience any better treatment at his hands, while Bona- 











¢An_exponition _gf Justhin’s directed gainst the Areopegite 
“ Werke,” Weim. ed., 5, p. 103) is accornpanied with the stran; 
[LESrnien unt eng bostskea a eciggion Cerise, 
non inteltigendo, legendo aut ypeculando."” 

* Kohler, p. 332. “ There is an immense difference” when Luther 
specks of trast in God or of the sufferings of Christ and when Bernard 
does the same. “ Luther did not notice e snyehing. of this difference, 
though it was worth while examining . . . he identified with him his 
own rroussitation of tho gospel 

ke,” Erl. ed., 62, p. 121 f. (Table-Talk); Kehler, 
p. 3621 Those Romanits (Bmset, Eck, ete.) know better how to 
appreciate Gerson than Luther did, in whom the insight into Gerson's 
"Catholicism wos sadly’ wanting,” “He ever remained a stranger 
‘to the trus inwardness of Gerson.’ 
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venture, the mystic whom he once prized, came under 
suspicion on account of his theological teaching, even before 
the Areopagite.? 

On the other hand, he retained his esteem for Tauler 
till the end. 

Some very remarkable references which Luther makes 
to Tauler’s teaching arc in conncetion with the troubles 
of conscienee which dogged the steps of the Wittenberg 
Doctor from his first publie appearance. These will be 
mentioned later, together with the means of allaying such 
torments of soul, which he gives in his ‘“ Operationes in 
Psalmos’? (1519-21), borrowing them from misunderstood 
passages of Tauler. 

We conclude with another passage from the “ Opera~ 
tiones” in which, following Tauler, he gives expression to 
that favourite idea of his, which like a star of ill-omen 
presided at the rise of his new theology. Psalm xi., according 
to him, is intended to demonstrate the “ righteousness by 
faith” against “the supporters of holiness by works and 
the deceptive appearance of human righteousness.” Thi 
is a forced interpretation going far beyond his own former 
exposition of the Psalm in question. “To-day,” he says— 
with an cye on the so-called holy-by-works, or iustitiarti— 
“there are many such scduccrs, as Johann Tauler also 
frequently warns us.”? Of course, here again, what he has 
in mind are the well-known admonitions of Tauler, to trust 
in God more than in our own acts of virtuc, though he takes 
them quite wrongly as implying the worthlcssness of works 
for salvation, A Protestant authority here mects us at 
least half-way: ‘“Tauler certainly did not hold in so 
accentuated a fashion as Luther the antithesis between 
grace and works, for he allows that ‘good works’ bring a 
man forward on the way of salyation,”* 

Luther, since beginning his over-zealous and excited 
perusal of Tuuler’s writings, presents to the calm observer 
the appearance of a man caught up in a dangerous whirl 
of overstrain, Even in the first months this whirl of a 
mystic world brought up from the depth of his soul all the 

1 Kohler, p. 335 f, where examples are given of Luther's “ sub- 
jective inter * of St. Bonaventure, 

Weim. ed., 5, p. 353. 


r, p. 201. Koilor says that Tauler “laid great stress om 
initiative"; but vo did the Scholastics and the Fathers. 
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accumulated sediment of anti+theological fecling and disgust 
with the state of the Church. The enthusiasm with which 
Luther speaks of the “ Theologia Deutsch” and Tauler, 
shows, as a Protestant theologian has it, “that the 
mysticism of the late Middle Ages had intoxicated him.” 
“Tt is clear that we have here a turning-point in Luther’s 
theology.” 

Of mighty importance for the future was his unfortunate 
choice, perhaps due to his state of mind, just in that period 
of storm and stress, to deliver lectures at the University on 
the Epistle to the Romans, Through his Commentary on, 
this Epistle he set a scal upon his new views directed against 
the Chureh’s doetrine concerning grace, works and justifies 
tion. 







took place in Luther 
In the * De arrvo. 






hits cxtremest Hinnit. 
rreetly, entirely expluincd), as some have thought, by Oceanis, 
‘bat by Gorman mysticism.” P, 987: After his period of mysticism 
Luther took leave altogether of the semi-Pelagianism and Indeter- 
aminiam of Scholusticisin, On p. 988 Luther's standpoint is thus 
stated: “Any concurrence between frea will and its faculties and 
serace, or any kind of preparation for grace, ix altogether done away 
with. . ... God's gro alono works for salvation, and predestination 
iis tho only cause of salvation in those who arc justified.” 
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CHAPTER VI 


THE CHANGE OF 1515 IN THE LIGHT OF THE 
COMMENTARY ON ROMANS (1315-16) 


1, The New Publications 


Lurner’s lectures on the Epistle to the Romans which, 
as mentioned above (p. 98), he delivered at Wittenberg 
from April, 1515, to September or October, 1516, existed 
till recently (1904-8) only in MS. form, To Denifle belongs 
the merit of having first drawn public attention to this 
important source of information, which he exploited, and 
from the text of which he furnished long extracts according 
to the Vatican Codex palatinus lat. 18261 The MS. 
referred to, containing the scholia, is a copy by Aurifaber of 
the lectures which Luther himsclf wrote out in full, and once 
belonged to the library of Ulrich Fugger, whence it came 
to the Palatina at Heidelberg, and, ultimately, on the 
transferenee of the Palatina to Rome, found its way to the 
Vatican Library. It was first made use of by Dr. Vogel, 
and then, in. 1899, thoroughly studied by Professor Joh. 
Ficker.? While the work was in process of publication 
the original by Luther's own hand was discovered in 1908 
in the Codex lat. theol. 21,4° of the State Library in Berlin, 
or rather rediscovered, for it had already been referred to 
in 1752 in an account of the library.2 According to this 
MS., which also contains the glosses,‘ the Commentary, 
after having been collated with the Roman MS., which is 
frequently inaccurate, was edited with a detailed introduc 

* Denifie, “ Luther und Luthertum,” 1', more particularly from 
B 413; Denifle-Weiss, 14, more particularly from p. 447 Denifie, 
4,“ Quellenbelege,” p. 309 ff. 

* See Joh. Ficker, ‘ Luthers Vorlesung aber den Romerbrief,” 
Leipzig, 1908, p. xxv. ff., xxx. 

* Cp.Grauert, “'P. Heinrich Denifle,” 1906, p.53 ff. Creuert referred 
to J. K. Octrich, “ Entwurf einer Gesch. der Bibliothek zu Berlin" 


(1752, p. 63). 
* On the glossos and scholia gonerally, seo above, p. 63. 
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tion at Leipzig in 1908 by Joh. Ficker, Professor at Stras- 
burg University ; it forms the first volume of a collection 
entitled “ Anfiinge reformatorischer Bibelauslegung,” 

Deniflc’s preliminary excerpts were so ample and 
exact that, as a comparison with what has since been 
published proves, they afforded a trustworthy insight into 
a certain number of Luther's doctrinal views of decisive 
Value in forming an opinion on the gencral course of his 
development.! But it is only now, with the whole work 
before us, scholia and glosses complete, that it is possible 
to give a fair and well-founded aceount of the ideas 
which were coming to the front in Luther. ‘The eonncetion 
between different points of his teaching appears in a clearer 
light, and various opinions are disclosed which were fresh 
in Luther's mind, and upon which Denifle had not touched, 
but which are of great importance in the history of his 
growth. Among such matters thus brought to light were 
Luther's gloomy views on God and predestination, with 
which we shall deal in our next section. 

The Epistle of St. Paul to the Romans ranks first among 
all his Ietters for the depth of thought and wealth of revda- 
tion which it contains. It treats of the most exalted ques- 
tions of human thought, and handles the most difficult 
problems of Christian faith and hope. Its subject-matter 
is the eternal election of the Gentile and Jewish world to 
salvation in Christ; the guidance of the heathen by the 
law of nature, and of the Jews by the Mosaic law; the 
powers of man when left to himsclf, and of man super- 
naturally raised; the universality and potency of the 
saving grace of Christ, and the manner of its appropriation 
in justification by faith ; finally the life, death and resur- 
rection in which the Christian, through faith, unites himself 
with Christ.* 

We may doubt whether the young Doctor of Wittenberg 
was qualified to grapple with so great a task as the explana- 
tion of this charter of faith, especially bearing in mind his 
comparatively insignificant knowledge of the Fathers of the 
Church and the theological literature of the past, his im- 
petuosity in dealing with recondite questions, and his 
excitable faney which always hurried in advance of his 
judgment. At any rate, he himsclf thought his powers 


+ Seo above, p. 93 f. * Seo below, chapter viii. 1. 
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suflicient for a work on which the most enlightened minds 
of the Church had tested their abilities. He immediately 
followed up this Commentary with other lectures on certain 
epistles of St. Paul, wherein the Apostle discloses the depths 
of his knowledge, 

‘On perusing the lengthy pages of the Commentary on 
Romans we are amazed at the cloquence of the young 
author, at his dexterity in description and his skill in the 
apt usc of biblical quotations ; but his manner of working 
contrasts very unfavourably with that of the older Com 
mentators on the Epistle, such as Thomas of Aquin with his 
brevity and definiteness and, particularly, his assurance 
in theological matters, Luther's mode of treating the 
subject is, apart from other considerations, usually too 
rhetorical and not seldom quite tedious in its amplitude. 

‘The work, with its freedom both in its language and its 
treatment of the subject, revcals many interesting traits 
which go to make up a pieture of Luther's inward self. 

‘He starts with the assumption that the whole of the 
Epistle was intended by its author to “ uproot from the 
heart the fecling of sclf-righteousness and any satisfaction 
in the same,” and—to use his own odd cxpression—“ to 
implant, establish and magnify sin therein (‘plantare, ac 
constituere et magnificare peceatum’).”* “ Although there 
may be no sin in the heart or any suspicion of its existence,” 
he declares, we ought and must feel ourselves to be full of 
sin, in eontradistinetion to the grace of Christ from Whom 
alone we receive what is pleasing to God, 

In his passionate opposition to the real or imaginary 
self-righteous he allows himsclf, in these lectures, to be 
drawn into an ever deeper distrust of man’s ability to do 
anything that is good. ‘The nightmare of sclf-righteousness 
never Ieaves him for a moment, Tis attack would have 
been justifiable if he had merely been fighting against sinful 
sclf-righteousness which is really selfishness, or against 
the delusion that natural morality will suffice before God. 
Nor docs it appear who is defending such crroncous ideas 
against him, or which school upheld the thesis Luther is 
always opposing, viz. that there is a saving rightcousness 
which arises, is prescrvcd, and works without the preventing 

1 Cod. Vat. 
p.3IS 5 Ficker, 











at, 1826, fol. 77; Deniile, 14, “ Quellenbelege,”” 
Rom, Schol.,” p. 2 f. 
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and accompanying grace of God. It is, however, clear that 
there was in his own soul a dislike for works ; so strong in 
fact is his fecling in this regard that he simply calls all works 

* works of the law,” and cannot be too forcible in demon- 
strating the antagonism of the Apostle to their supposed 
over-estimation. Probably one reason for his selection of 
this Epistle for interpretation was that it appeared to him 
to agree cven better than other biblical works with his own 
ideas against “ sclf-righteousness.” We must now consider 
in detail some of the leading idcas of the Commentary on 
Romans. 








2. Gloomy Views regarding God and Predestination 


The tendency to a dismal conception of God plays, in 
combination with his ideas on predestination, an incisive 
part in Luther’s Commentary on Romans, which, so far, 
has received too little attention. The tendency is notiecable 
throughout his carly mental history. He was never able 
to overeome his former temptations to sadness and despair 
on account of the possibility of his irrevocable predestination 
to hell, sufliciently to attain to the joy of the children of 
God and to the trustful recognition of God’s general and 
certain will for our salvation, The advicc which Staupitz, 
among others, gave him was assuredly correct, viz. to take 
refuge in the wounds of Christ, and Luther probably tried 
to follow it. But we do not Icarn that he paid diligent heed 
to the further admonitions of the ancient ascetics, to cxert 
oneself in practice of good works, as though one’s 
predestination depended entircly on the works one performs 
with the grace of God, On the contrary, of sct purpose, he 
avoided any ¢lfort on his own part and preferred the mis~ 
Icading mystical views of Quietism 

The melancholy idea of predestination again peeps out 
unabashed in the passage in his Commentary on the Psalms, 
where he says, that Christ “ drank the cup ef pain for His 
elect, but not for all.” 

Tf he sct out to explain the Epistle to the Romans with a 
gloomy conception of God, in which we recognise the old 
temptations regarding predestination, owing to his mis- 
apprehension of certain passages of the Epistle concerning 

















4 Werke," Weim. ed., 4, p. 227. 
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God's liberty and inscrutability in the bestowal of grace, 
his idens, as he advances, become progressively more stern 
and dismal. The editor of the Commentary remarks, not 
without reason, on the forcible way in which Luther, “ even 
in chapter i., emphasises the sovercignty of the Will of God.”* 
It is truc of many, Luther says there, that God gives them 
up to the desires of their heart, unto uncleanness (ep. Rom. 
i, 24), nor is this merely a permission, but an appointment 
and command ('*non iantum permissio, sed commissio e 
iussio")® In such a case God commands the devil or the 
fiesh to tempt a man and conquer him. It is true that when 
God chooses to act graciously He prevents the evil; but 
Hc also wills to be severe and to punish, and “ then He 
makes the wicked to sin more abundantly (* fact abundantius 
peceare’)"; then “He forsakes a man so that he may not 
be able to resist the devil, who carries out the order and the 
Will of God in bringing about his fall. 

The youthful University Professor believes that he is 
here teaching a ‘more profound thcology.” No onc was 
to come to him, he says, with the shallow and hackneyed 
assertion that, on the above hypothesis, man’s free will was 
destroyed ; only narrow minds (“ rediores ") take exception 
at this “ profundior theologia.”® The teaching of this new 
theology was the following : 











“This man may do what he pleases, it is God's will that he 
should be overcome by sin.” “Tt is true that God does not 
dosire the sin, although He wills that it shall take place (‘non 
sequitur quod Deus peccatum welit, licel ipeum velit fiers); for Ho 
ooly wills that it shall happen, in order to manifest in man the 
greatness of His anger and His severity by punishing in him the 
sin which He hates.” “It is therefore on account of the punish- 
ment that. God wills that the sin shall be committed. . . . God 
alone may will such @ thing” (‘Hoe autem soli Deo Licétum est 
welle),« and ho repeats icarlessly: ‘in order that all miscry 
and shame may be heaped upon the man, God wills he should 
commit this sin.”* He fancies he is communicating to his pupils 
“the highest secrets of theology,” meant only for the perfect, 
when he assures them that both statements are right: God wills 
to oblige mo and all men [to do what is good] and yet He does not 











1 Fieker, pol. 
1 Sehol. Rom.” p. 21 ff 





had only stated generally that 
Lather taught absolute predestination, without quoting tho passages 
in the Commentary. Cp. Fr. Loois, ““Dogmengesch,,""* p. 709, 0. 8. 
2 Sehol, Roni,” po 22 f «Thidy pe BBL 
* Tid, p. 23. 
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give His grace to all, but only to whom He will, reserving to Him- 
self the choice. Some it does not please Him’ to justify because 
‘He manifests so much the more through them His honour in the 
elect; in the same way He also willa ain, though only indirectly, 
viz. “that Ho may be glorified in tho elect." Honco wo must 
not make it a mero matter of permission, for “how would God 
permit. it unless it were His will?” ‘‘ Senseless chatter,” thus 





ho describes tho unanimous contrary teaching of theologians, 


“such is the objection they that man would thus be damned 
without any fault on his part, becauso he could not fulfil the law 
and was expected to do what was impomible."—We can only ask 
how his own method is to be described when he contents himself 
‘with this solution; ‘If that objection had sny weight it would 
follow that it was not nocessary to preach, to pray, to oxhort, and 
Christ's death would also not be necessary. Yet by means of all 
this God has chosen to save His elect."* 





Luther, as this somewhat lengthy passage shows, had, 
at any rate at that time, no bright, kindly idca of God’s 
Nature, Goodness and inexhaustible Merey, which wills to 
make every creature here on carth happy and to save them 
in eternity ; his mind was imprisoned within the narrow 
limits to which he had before this accustomed himself ; 
a false conception of God's essenec—perhaps a remainder 
of his Occamist training—was already poisoning the very 
vitals of his theology. 

His melancholy conception of God comes to light not 
only in the various passages where he speaks of predcstina- 
tion, but also in the dark pictures, which, in his morbid 
frame of mind, he paints of the wickedness and sin of man 
pitting his unquenchable econcupiscence against God, the 
All Holy.t In order to adore this stern and crucl God in 


1 “Schol. Rom.,” p. 24. 

+ With regard to the fact of Luther's tendency to a fear and terror 
of God, 0. Scheel says (‘Die Entwicklung Luthers, Schriften des 
Vormina fir Reformationapesch.,” No. 100, Leipzig, 1910, pp. 61-230, 
Picks, We omow stmtementa from Luther's own pen during his 
life in the monastery which show that the thought of death and Divine 
Judgment moved him deeply. ‘The words, that the countenance of 
the Lord ia upon ua, are [to him] torrible. . . . We seo one fear aue- 
ceeding the other in the face of sudden death... the thought of 
God the Judge inspires him with horror. . . . It ix posible that the 
mannor in which these feelings express themsclves was connected 
with morbid dispositions. that the attacks of fear which suddenly, 
without apparent cause, fell upon lim, were due to an unhealthy body. 
That the assaults reacted on his bodily state ix probable. ‘The root 
of tho fear, however, lies in the lively conviction of the righteous 
Judgment of God.” "W. Braun ("Die Bedeutung der Concupiacens, 
in Luthers Leben und Lehre,” p. 299) thinks that “ Luther's asseulte 
in the monastery were a mystical exercise, He experienced what 
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his own way he had already built up on his false mysticism 
a practical theory of resignation and sclf-surrender to 
whatever might be the Divine Will, even should it destine 
him to damnation. In the first pages of the Commentary 
‘on Romans his idea of God enables him to proclaim loudly 
and boldly, and with full knowledge of what he is doing, 
his opposition to the religious practice of his many zealous 
contemporaries, whether clerics or laymen, 


Many have, according to him, an idea of God difforont from 
his: “Oh, how many there are to-day who do not worship God 
-as He is, but as they imagine Him to be. Look at their singu- 
larities and their superstitious rites, full of delusions. They give 
up what they ought to practise, they choose out the works by 
which they will honour Him, they fancy that God is such that 
Ho looks down upon them and their works.” “ Thoro is spread 
abroad to-day a sort of idolatry by which God is not served as 
‘He is. The love of their own ideas and their own righteousness 
entirely blinds mankind, and they call it ‘ good intention.’ ‘They 
imagine that. God is thereby graciously disposed to them, whereas 
it is mot 20: and so they worship their phantom God rather than 
the true God.!* 

Noither do they understand how to pray, because they do not 
know tho awfulness of God. Does not the Scripture say; ho 
aka them: “ Serva ye the Lord with fear and rejoice unto Him 
with trem} . ii 11), and “with fear and trembling 
work out your salvation ” (Phil. ii, 12)? Not wanting to look at 
their own works as “bed and suspicious” in the eyes of this 
God, “they do not assiduously call upon His grace.” ‘They 
assume that their good intention arisosout of themselves, whereas: 
it iss gift of God, and desire to prepare themselves for the 
infusion of grace.t  Pelagian notions aro at the bottom of all 
this, No one acknowledges himself now to be a Pelagian, but 
many are so unconsciously, with their principle that free will 
must set to work to obtain grace, 

Such is tho perilous position he reachos under the influence of 
his distaste for works, viz. a violent antagonism to free will. 
Man is unallo to do the least thing to satisly this Holy God. 
‘The Occamiat theology of the school in which he was trained 
here serves hini in good stead, as the following sentences, which 




















Tauler and the ‘Theologia Deutsch’ relate zeganding the consuming 
inward fires of Purgatory. Luther mentions that Tauler (like himself!) 
‘was acquainted with the ‘horror conscirntice @ facie tudicii Dei.’ 
Werke,” Weim, eds 5. p. 

p. 20'f, 





Hii (qui vere bona faciunt) acivnt quod homo 
ex ae nihil potest farere,? in contradistinetion to the Polagians,” sho 
“ tibertati arbiteii tribune Jacere quod eat in ae, ante gratiam.” 
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are closely akin to Occam's acceptation-theory, show: “ We 
must elways be filled with anxiety, ever fear and await tho 
Divine acceptance" ; for as all our works are in themselves evil, 
“only thoss ere good which God imputes as good; they are 
in fact something or nothing, only in so far as God accepts them 
or not.” “The eternal God has chosen good works from the 
beginning that they should please Him,"1 “but how ean I ever 
know that my deed pleases God t How can I oven know thet my 
good intention is from God ?”* Hence, awey with the proud 
self-righteous (\" superbi iustitiarii’’) who are so sure of their 
good works ! 

Fear, desponding humility and self-annihilation, according 
to Luther, are the only feelings one can cherish in front of this 
terrible, unaccountable God.? He who despairs of himself is 
the one whom God accepta.""* 

He also speaks of @ certain “ pavor ," which is the founda- 
tion of salvation: ‘irepidare et terreri’” is the best sign, as it is 
said in Psalm cx] Shoot out Thy arrows and Thou shalt 
trouble thom,” the “ lerrens Deus ” leads to life.* True love doce 
not ask any enjoyment from Cod, rather, he here repeats, who- 
ever loves Him from the hopo of being mado eternally happy by 
Him, or from fear of being wrotched without Him, has a sinful 
and ‘selfish love (‘amor concupiscentia"); but to allow tho 
terrors of God to encompass us, to be ready to accept from 
Him the most bitter interior and exterior cross, to all etornity, 
that only is perfect love, And even with such love we are 
dragged into thick interior darkness. * 














All these gloomy thoughts which cloud his mind, gather, 
when he comes to explain chapters viii. and ix. of the Epistle 
to the Romans, where the Apostle deals with the question 
of election to grace. 

Luther thinks he has here found in St. Paul the doctrine 
of predestination, not only to heaven, but also to hell, 
expressed, moreover, in the strongest terms, At the same 
time he warns his hearers against faint-heartedness, being 
well aware how dangerous his views might prove to souls. 


“Let no one immerse himself in theso thoughts who is not 
purified in apirit, lost he sink into an abyss of horror and despair ; 
the eyos of tho heart. must first bo purified by contemplating the 
wounds of Christ. I discourso upon these matters solely becauso 
the trend of the lectures leads up to them, and because they aro 
unavoidable, It is the strongest wine there is, and the most 
perfect food, a solid nourishment for the perfect ; it is that most 
exalted theology of which the Apostle says (1 Cor. ii. 6): ‘wo 











1 Schol. Rom.,” p. 221 * Thid., p. 222. 
3 Tid. p. 921 4 Tid, p. 
8 Tbid., p. 114 * [bid pp. 
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speak wisdom among the perfect’. . . only tho perfect and the 
strong should study the first book of the Sentences [because 
predestination is dealt with at the end of Peter Lombard’s first 
book}; it should really bo the lest and not the first book ; to- 
day many who are unprepared jump at it and then go away 
blinded in spirit"? 

Luther toaches that the Apostle's doctrine ia: God did not 
in thoir lifetime oxereise His merey towards the damned ; He 
is right and not to be blamed when He follows heroin His own 
‘supreme will alone. “ Why then docs man murmur as though 
God were not acting according to the law 1” His will is, for 
every man, the highest good. Why should we not desire, and 
that with tho greatest fervour, tho fulfilment of this will, since 

a will which can in no way be ovil?_“ Yousay: Yes, but for 
me it is ovil. No, it is ovil for nono. Tho only ovil is that men 
cannot understand God's will and do it"; they should know 
that even in holl they are doing God's will if it is His wish that 
they should be there.* 

















Hence the only way he knows out of the darkness he has 
himself created ‘is recognition of, and resignation to, the 
possibility of a purcly arbitrary damnation by God. ‘The 
expressions he here makes use of for reprobation, “ inter 
reprobos haberi,” * damnari,” “ morte eterna puniri,” make 
it plain that he demands resignation to actual reprobation 
and to being placed on a footing with the damned, Yet, as 
he always considers this resignation as the most perfect 
proof of acquiescence in the Will of God, it does net, accord 
ing to him, include within itself a readiness to hate God, 
but, on the contrary, the strongest and highest love.* 
With such an exalted frame of mind, however, the actual 
penalty of hell would cease to exist. “ It is impossible that 
he should remain apart from God who throws himsclf so 
entirely into the Will of God. He wills what God wills, 
therefore he pleases God. If he pleases God, then he 
loved by God ; if he is loved by God, then he is saved,” 
‘That he is thus cutting the ground from under his hypothesis 
of an inevitable predestination to hell by teaching how we 
can escape it, docs not seem to strike him. Or does he, 
perhaps, mean that only those who are not predestined to 
hell can thus overcome the fear of hell? Will such resigna- 

















| 2B" Ni enim wellent quod wuld Deus. etiamai domnatos 
at reprabaian wllet, non hniberout malum : quia wllent, quod mult Deus, 
et hubersnt in xe voluntalem Dei per patientiam.™ 
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tion be possible to him who really believes himself destined 
to hell, and who secs even in his resignation no means 
whereby he can eseape it? 

To such a one even the “wounds of Christ offer no 
assurance and no place of refuge. ‘They only speak to man 
of the God of revelation, not of the mysterious, unscarehable 
God. The untenable and insulting comparison between the 
mysterious and the revealed Supreme Being which Luther 
was later on to institute is here already foreshadowed. 

We explains in detail how the will of man docs not in the 
Teast belong to the person who wills, or the road to the 
runner, “All is God's, who gives and creates the will.” 
We are all instruments of God, who works all in all. Our 
will is like the saw and the stick—examples which ‘he re- 
peatcdly employs later in his harshest utterances concerning 
the slavery of the will. Sawing is the act of the hand which 
saws, but the saw is passive; the animal is beaten, 
not by the stick, but by him who holds the stick. So the 
will also is nothing, but God who wiclds it is cverything.* 

Tkence he rejects most positively the theological doctrine 
that God forcsecs the final lot of man as something “ con- 
tingenter futurum,” i.e. that he sccs his rejeetion as something 
dependent on man and brought about by his own fault, 
No, according to Luther, in the election of graee everything 
is preordained “inflevibili et firma voluntate,” and this, 
His own will, is alone present in the mind of God. 








Luther speaks with scorn of “our subtle theologians,” who 
drag in their “ cantingens ” and build up an election by grace on 
“‘necessitas consequentia, sed non consequentis,” in sccordance 
with the well-known scholastic ideas. “ With God there 
absolutely no ‘contingens,' but only with us; for no leaf ever 
falls from the tree to the earth without the will of the Father.” 
Besides, the theologians—so he accuses the Scholastics without 
n—'‘ have imagined the ease so, or at least have led to 
@ so imagined, as though salvation were obtained or lost 
through our own free will."* 

‘We know that here he was wrong. As a matter of fact, true 
Scholasticism ettributed the work of salvation to grace together 
with free will, so that two factors, the Divine and the human, 
or the supernatural and tho natural, aro mutually engaged in th 
same. But Luther, when here reporting the old teaching, does 
not mention the factor of grace, but only “ nostrum arbiirium.” 

He then adds: “Thus I once understood it.” If he really 


+" Schol. Rom.,” p. * Ibid., pp. 208, 209, 219, 
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ever belioved salvation to be exclusively the work of free will, 
then he erred grievously, and merely proves how defective his 
study, even of Gabriel Biel, had beon. 

‘Ho also interpreted quite wrongly tho view of contemporary 
and earlior scholastic theologians on the love of God, and, again, 
by excluding the supernatural factor. He reproaches them with 
having, #0 he says, considered the love in question as merely 
natural ('‘ ex natura”) and yet as wholesome for eternal life, and 
he demands that all wholesome love be made to procoed * ex 
Spiritu Sancto,” @ thing which all theologians, even the Occam- 
ists, had insisted on. He says: ‘they do not know in the least 
what love is," “nor do they know what virtue is, because they 
allow themselves to be instructed on this point by Aristotle, 
whose definition is absolutely erroneous.”* It makes no im- 
pression upon him—perhaps he is even ignorant of the fact: 
that the Scholastics consider, on good grounds, the love which 
loves God's goodness ax goodness towards us, and which males 
personal salvation ita motive, compatible with tho perfect love 
of friendship (amicitie, complacentia).* According to him, this 
love must be extirpated (“‘amor exstirpandus”’) because it is full 
of abominable self-seeking.* In its place he sets up a most 
perfect love (which will be described below), which includes 
resigmation to, and even a desire for, hell-fire, resignation such 
‘a8 Christ Himself manifested (!) in His abandonment to suffering. 

Luther had now left the safe path of theological and ecclesi- 
astical tradition to pursue his own ideas. 

It is true that, notwithstanding his exhortation to be resigned 
to the holy will of God in every caso, ho looks with fear at the 
flood of blasphemies which must erise in the heart of one who 
fears his own irrevocable, undeserved damnation, Anxious to 
obviate this, or to arm the conscience against it, when pointing 
to the wounds of Christ he adds these words: “ Should anyone, 
owing to overmastering temptation, come to_blaspheme God, 
that would not involve his cternal damnation. For even towards 
the godless our God is not @ Clod of impatience and cruelty. Such 
blasphemies are forced out of a man by the devil, therefore they 
may be more pleasing to God's ear than any Alleluia or song of 
praise. The more terrible and abominable a blasphemy is, the 
more pleasing it is to God when the heart feels that it does not 
acquiesce in it, i.e. when it is involuntary.""> 

Involuntary thoughts, to which alone he sees fit to refer, are, 
of course, not deserving of punishment ; but are the murmurs 
and angry complaints against predestination to hell of which he 
speaks always only involuntary ? ‘The way to resignation which 
he mentions in the same connection is no less questionable. It 














210. 1 Ibid, p. 221. 
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* Bonaventure, 27, a, 2 q, Bi “Armor concupincentiae 
non repugnat amnori amicitie in carétate,” ete. Cp. Thom. Aquin., 
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consists largoly in “ not troubling about such thoughts.”* But 
will all be able to get so fer as this 7 

He again ropeats with great insistenco that “ overything 
happens according to God's choice; “ho upon God 
does not have cy, remains in the ‘massa’ [perditionis]. 
* For whom it iny it is, ho adds elsowhero in Corman, * whom it 
hits, him it hits.'"* God permits at times ov 
reduced, as it were, to nothingness, but only in order that His 
sole power may be"made manifest and that it may quench all 
proud boasting : for man is so ready 1o beliove that he can by the 
exercise of hist free will riso again, and waxes presumptuous ; but 
here he learns that grace cxalts him before and above every 
choice of his own (“ante omne arbitrium et supra arbitrium 
suurn”),® 










We shall not here examine more closely his grave mis- 
apprehension of the teaching of the Apostle in the Epistle 
to the Romans, on which he trics to prop up his glaring 
theory concerning predestination, Suffice it to say that the 
prineipal passage to which he refers (Rom. ix. 11 ff.), accord- 
ing to the exegetist Corncly, is not now taken by any 
expositar to refer to predestination, i.e. to the selection by 
grace of cach individual. The passage treats of the promises 
made to the Jewish people (as a whole) which were given 
without desert and freely ; but Israel, as St. Paul explains, 
has, by its fault, rendered itself unworthy of the same and 
excluded itself (as a whole) from the salvation which the 
heathen obt by faith—a reward of Isracl’s misdeeds, 
which, in itself, is incompatible with Luther’s doctrine of 
an undeserved predestination to hell.” 

Luther also quotes St. Augustine, but docs not interpret 
him corrcetly. He even overlooks the fact that this Father, 
in one of the passages alleged, says the very opposite to his 
new ideas on unconditional predestination to hell, and 
attributes in every case the fate of the damned to their own 
moral misdeeds. Augustine says, in his own profound, 
concise way, in the text quoted by Luther: “ the saved 


1 “'Sehol. Rom.” + Thid., pp. 227, 298. 
4 Tid, p. 220. 











1 Commenter, in. Exp. ad Romanos,” p. 49%. 
* Formerly some few Catholic theologians found in the statements 
“preedestinatio cat gloria ante pracist 
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may not pride himself on his merits, and the damned may 
only bewail his demerits.”1 In his meditations on the ever- 
inscrutable mystery he regards the siuncr’s fault as entirely 
voluntary, and his revolt against the cternal God as, on 
this account, worthy of etemal damnation, Augustine 
teaches that “to him as to every man who comes into this 
world” salvation was offered with a wealth of means of 


grace and with all the merits of Christ's bitter death on the 
2 








cross. 

Luther also quoted the Bible passages regarding Gols 
will for the salvation of all men, but only in order to say of 
them: “such expressions are always to be understood 
exclusively of the elect.” It is mercly “wisdom of the 
flesh ” to attempt to find a will of God that all men be saved 
in the assurance of St. Paul: “Ged wills that all men 
shall be saved” (1 Tim. ii. 4), or “in the passages which 
say, that He gave His Son for us, that He ercated man for 
eternal life, and that everything was created for man, but 
man for God that he might enjoy Him eternally.”3 











Other objections which Luther makes he sets aside with the 
same facility by a refcrence to the thoughts he has developed 
above. Thus the first: Why did God give to man free will by 
means of which he can merit either reward or punishment 2 His 
answer is: Where is this free will Man has no free will for 
dying what is good, Then # second objection; “God damns nm 
one without sin, and he who is forced to sin is damned unjustl 
The answer to this is new ; God ordains it so that those who are 
to be damned are glailly, even though of necessity, in sin (“dat 
voluntarie relle in peccato case et manere et diligere iniquitatem "). 
Finally, the Inst objection: ‘Why docs God give them com- 
mandinents which He does not will them to keep, yea hardens 
their will so much that. they desire to act. contrary to the law ? 
Is not God in this case the cause of their sinning and being 
damned?" ‘* Yes, that is the difliculty,” he admits, “ which, as 
‘a matter of fact, has the most force; it is the weightiest of all. 
But to it the Apostle makes a spccial answer when he teaches 
God so wills it, and God Who thus wills, is not evil, Everything 
is His, just as’ the clay belongs to the potter and waits on his 
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Enough, he continues, “God commands that the olect 
shall bo saved, and that thoso who aro destined for hell shall bo 
entangled in ovil in order that He may show forth His mercy 
and alko His anger. 

Ie makes one shudder to hear how he cute short the sighs of 
the unhappy soul which seos itself a victim of God's harshness. 
It complains : “ It is a hard and bitter lot that God should seok 
His honour in my misery!” And Luther replies: ‘See, there 
we have the wisdom of tho flesh! My misery ; ‘ my,’ ‘my,’ that 
is the voice of the flesh, Drop the ‘my’ end say: Bo Thou 
honoured, O Lord. . . . So long as you do not do that, you are 
sceking your own will more than the will of God. We must. judge 
of God ina different manner from that in which wo judge of man. 
God owes no man anything.’ 

“With this hard doctrine,” he concludes, ' the kenife ia placed 
at the throat of holiness-by-works and fleshly wisdom and there- 
fore tho fiesh is naturally incensed, and breaks out into blas- 
phomies ; but man must learn that his salvation docs not depend 
upon his acts, but that it lies quite outside of him, namely, in 
God, Who has chosen him,” 

He attempts, however, to minglo softer tones with tho v: 
of despair, which, he admits, these theorics havo let loose. Th 
he can only do at the expense of his own teaching, or by fining it 
down. He says: whoever is terrified and confused, but then 
tries to abandon himself with indifference to the severity of God, 
he, let this be his comfort, is not of the number of those pra- 
destined to hell. For only those who are really to bo rojected aro 
not afraid (1, “they pay no heed to the danger and say, if Tam 
to be damned, so be it!“ On the other hand, confusion and fear 
are signs of the “spiritus contribulatus,” which, according to his 
promise, God never rejects (Ps. 1.). 

After all, thon, wo are forced to ask, according to th: 
man to be saved by his own act, namely, the act of horoic indiffer- 
ence to his eternity? For this act remains an act of man: 
“ Whoever is filled with the fear of God, and, taking courage, 
throws and precipitates himself into the truth of the promiscs of 
God, he will be saved, and be one of the aleet.”1 





















108 

















3. The Fight against ‘‘Holiness-by-Works” and the 
Observantines in the Commentary on Romans 


His idcas on predestination were not the dircet cause of 
Luther’s belittling of human effort and the value of good 
works; the latter tendency was present in him previous 
to his adoption of rigid predestinarianism ; nor does he 
ever attribute to election by grace any diminution of man’s 
powers or dutics, whether in the case of the chosen or of the 


4 “Schol. Rom.,"” p. 212 fi. 
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reprobate, The same commandments are given to those 
whom God’s terrible deeree has destined for hell as to the 
elect; they possess the same human abilities, the same 
weaknesses. It was not predestination which led him in 
the first instance to attribute such strength to concupiscence 
in man, and to invest it, as he ultimately did, with an 
actually sinful and culpable character. 

His ideas concerning the absolute corruption of the 
children of Adam, even to the extinction of any liberty in 
the doing of what is good, had another origin, and, in their 
development, were influenced far more by false mysticism 
than by the predestinarian delusion. 

He approached the lectures on the Epistle to the Romans 
in the conviction that, in this Epistle, he would find the 
sanction of his carlier efforts against the self-righteous and 
“holy-by-works,” against whom his peculiar mysticism had 
still further prejudiced him, From the very outsct he inter- 
prets the great Apostolic document on the calling of the 
heathen and the Jews to salvation as directed exclusively 
against those who, according to him, were imperilling the 
Church ; against those who (whether in his own Order or 
in Christendom gencrally) laid stress on the importance of 
works, on the duty of fulfilling observances and the merit 
of exercises of virtue for gaining heaven, and who were 
unmindful of the righteousness which Christ gives us. This 
is not the place to point out how Paul is speaking in quite 
another sense, against those Jewish Christians who still 
adhered to the works of the Mosaic Law, of the merely 
relative value of works, of the liberty which Christianity 

mparts and of the saving power of faith, 








‘Luther, however, in the very first lines, tells the “holy-by- 
works" that the whole purpose of the Epistle to the Romans 
is a driving back and rooting out of the wisdom and righteous- 
news of the flesh. Among the heathen and the Jews were to be 
found those who, though “devoted in their hearta to virtue,” 
yet had not suppressed all self-satisfaction in the same, and 
Tooked upon themselves as ‘* righteous and good men”; in the 
Chureh, according to Paul, all self-righteousness and wisdom 
aint. be torn out of the affections, and sclf-complaceney. God 
willod to xavo us not by our own rixliteousness but by an ex- 
traneous righteousness (“non per domesticam sed per extraneam 
dustitiam vult saleare"), viz. by the imputed righteousness of 
Christ, and, owing to the exterior righteousness which Christ 
givos ("" externa que ex Christo in nobia est iustitia’’), there can be 
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no boasting, nor must there be ‘any depression on account of 
tho sufferings and trials which come to us from Christ.”* 

© Christ's righteousness and His gifts,”’ he says, “‘ shine in the 
true Christian... . If any man possesses natural and spiritual 
advantages, yat this is not considered by God as being his 
wisdom, rightcousneas and goodness (‘nen ideo coram Deo talia 
reputatur’), rather, ho must wait in humility, as though he 

sessed nothing, for the pure mercy of God, to see whether He 
will look upon him as rightoous and wise. God only does this if he 
humbles himself deeply. We must learn to regard spiritual 
possessions and works of righteousness as worthless for obtainin 
tho righteousness of Christ, wo must renounce the idea. that these 
have any value in God's sight and merit a reward, otherwise we 
shall not be saved " (“opera iusta velint nihil reputare,” ete.).* 








‘Any pretext, or even none at all, serves to bring him 
back again and again in the work to the “ Pclagian-minded 
dustitiarié.” It is possible that amongst these the “ Ob- 
servantines ” ranked first. Our thoughts revert to those 
of his brother monks, whose cause he had at first defended 
in the internal struggle within the Congregation, only to 
tum on them unmercifully afterwards. On one occasion 
he mentions by name the ‘ Observants,” reproaching them 
with trying to outshine one another in their zeal for God, 
while at the same time they had no love of their neighbour, 
whereas, according to the passage he is just expounding, 
“the fulness of the Iaw is love." He would also appear 
to be referring to them, when, on another oceasion, he rails 
at such monks, who by their behaviour bring their whole 
profession into disgrace, 

“They exalt themselves against other members of their 
profession,” he erics, “as though they were clean and had 
no cvil odour about them,” and continues in the style of 
his monastic discourse on the “ Little its ? mentioned 
above (p. 691.). “And yet before, behind and within they 
are a pig-markct and sty of sows . . . they wish to withdraw 
from the rest, whereas they ought, were thy really virtuous, 
to help them to conceal their faults. But in place of patient 
succour there is nothing in them but pecvishness and a desire 
to be far away (‘ guerrunt fugam .. . tediosi sunt et nolunt 
exse in communione alicrum’), They will not serve those 
who are good for nothing nor be their companions; they 


pL ft. * Thid., p. 2f. 
p. 305." Olucreanten incicen propter Down puynant, acd 
ditectionis praceptum nihil atterdunt.” 

© Wid ps 34. 
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only desire to ‘be the superiors and companions of the 
worthy, the perfect and the sound. Therefore they run 
from one place to another.” 

The struggle of which this is a picture continued among 
the German Augustinians. In the spring, 1520, a similar 
conflict broke out in the Cologne Province, one side having 
the sympathy of the Roman Conventuals.? We can well 
understand how the General of the Order in Rome was not. 
disposed to grant the exemptions claimed by the Observan- 
tines of the Saxon Congregation against his own Provineials. 








Luther brandishes his sharp blade against tha “spiritually 
mindod, the proud, the atiff-necked, who scek peace in works end 
in the flesh, the iustitiarii,”* without making any sharp distinction 
between the actual Observantines and the “ sclf-righteous.”” 


+ Cp. above, p. 88 ff., Luther's letter to Spenlein, who had left his 
monastery for that at Memmingen. 

2 Kolde, “ Dio deutsche Augustinerkongregation,” p. 326. 

3 *Schol. Rom." p. 20, he speaks agninst the “epiritualig o& 
aubtilior idolatria”; p. 45, against those who are “ vane gloriosi ” in 
their exterior observances} p. 75. aguinst the“ ninis iuati.” * nimia 

intelligentes" and.“ nimin qucerentea,” who aro“ incorriyibiles in mua 
sensu": p. 83, 0 fresh outburst azwinst these who ‘in ouis tustigiis 
pacem incarne querunt!”...“ Nihil capiunt quiet aunt superb 
Prorsumunt quod Dina corum acnaun ot opera ayprobabit, quia tpaia 
dustin et rectus apparet”™ ; p. 6, hw again attacks “omnes auperbi in 
ecclesia spiritual, qui awit maguornm et ruueltorum operum.” Then, 
to omit many digressions against the “iuaitiari.” anc merely to 
quote from the Inst part of the work, he saysy p. 220, of the righteous 

n hia own senso by whom damnation would be willingly aecopted 
(i libentes devnnari volun”), that Uiey shame the ewarin of others, 
M qui aibi merita fingna ct piagunt ac lone querrund, fiupinnt mata ei 
absconditia ena nihil habent.” ; these ave, acearding tp. 






































ir quad certé mut cle dorm opperibucs ani, 
“ine aud iuatitia presumentas” ‘Tho " aupivater iuatitiariiy 
according to p. 331, destroy the temple of God by their false wisdom 
and their observances. 

Superintendent H. Hering has expressed himself candidly in the 
Theologische Studien und Kritiken"” (90, 1877, pe G27) on 
notable pussuges in Luther's Commentary on the. Psalm 
anger,” s0 he says, “is almost more vehement against. the Obser- 
vantines than nghinst the heretics"; to their claim to exemptions 
and dispensutions Luthor opposes the assertion thut it is impossible 
to dispenss from obedionce. He refers, among other passages of 
Luther's, to the beginning of his interpretation of Psnlny xxi. (* Beat 
quorum ‘remiswe.” ete.), where apparently the Obserya 
denounced as schismatics on account of their opposition to Staupitz 
und his plans: siniliter et aupersitiost aru achesmatict abeiciunt per 
uans vingularitatens aan pratatun, in quo Christe cia procficiturs 
quorem helie maior ext wimerua (quam hevseticorun).” Werke,” 
Weim. od., 3, p. 174, In earlier pnssnzes ( hho epenks against 
those who! in the singularity of their observances, " reiecta obedient 
et fide suarn atatuunt iustétian ” and aeclares thom, on account of their 
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With rogard to himself, ho admits that ho is so antagonistic 
to tho “ iustitiarii,” that he ix opposed to all scrupulous observ 
ance of “iustitia,” to all regulations and strict ordinances : 


prido,“to be denicrs of Christ, and (p. 61) against the upholders of 
special statutes who fight for their ceremonies and their ‘* vanitas 
otmervantie exterioris,”” who * comprenguntur in heabitt,” ete. We seem 
to hear echoes of the struggle that was going on in the Order not only 
in the passages from the sermons quotd above (p. B) ff.), but also in 
such as the following, from tho yeur L510: Thess iuatitiordt "are 
“‘prifabilisaimi ommnam’: they ate“ prompti alios vindicare . . 
indicare, eandemnare, queredantea et arcruanter, quod éniuriam Bus 
tineant, ipsd recte facionter” ; but “ they do not Tulfil the spirit of the 
Jaw” (‘'Opp. Lat. var." 1, p. 160; ep. 158 Weim. ed., 1, p. 114). 
He puts in tho mouth of the “fuatitiarii™: “Tu peius vote quam 
eq,” and deseribes how they fancy themselves quite sate and have no 
need of Christ as their physician ibid., p. 128: Weim. ed.. 1, p. 85). 
Ho had alrendy aceused them above of disobedience and rebellion. 
and his charging them with revolt against. their Tawful superior 
(Cabiiciunt per auam singularitatem aun previatum”) lends one tosup, 
pose ho had in view the opposition of thy Observantines to Staupitz' 
plans. Woe may perhaps find in thes passages reason fér applying 
tho attacks in the Commentary on Romans to the Erfurt Observan- 
nos, though there is no actual proof of this. 

‘Does not Staupitz himself, who was Vicar-General of the Congrega- 
tion, in certain of his works (published after 1515) sometimes oppose 
the spirit of tho Observantines, such as it appears to him 7. Cp. Braun, 
“ Concupiseenz,” p. 68 {1 It would besurprising if no echo of a con- 
flict which touched him so nearly had obtruded itself into his writings. 
Unfortunately historical data regarding the external progress of the 
breach ere wanting. Braun fully recoxnises Luther's alienation and 
that it had grouncls ; thus of Luther's cutting address delivered bef 
tho Chapter of the Order at Gotha on May 1, 1515, he says: “It is 
obvious that sad experiences lay behind thes words... . ‘The tendency 
to quarrelsomeness, which, it cannot by denied, was apparent in Luther 
at a later date—thouzh much may be suid in’ excuse of it—may have 
made itself felt oven then, long before his breach with tho Church.” 
The “primaria noxtre wnionia fuctio,” which Barthol. Usingen men- 
tions (ee N. Paulus, " Usingen,” p.16, n, 5, and Oergel, “Der junge 
Luther.” p. 132), brought Luther's friend, dohann Lang.in the summer 
of 1511 from Erfurt to Wittenheng. He joined Lather in passing over 
from tho atricter to the more liberal party supported by. Staupi 
For Cochlmus'astatement regarding Luther © act Siaupitsivm difecit,”* 
se above, p. 38 Tho relations existing hotwoen the Observantines 
and the Conventuals, oven among other Orders whcro a similar move- 
ment towards reform wus taking plucc, are instructive. ‘Thers was, 
for instance, a division in tho Dominican Ordor. ‘The Observantine 
priories of the so-called German Province of the Dominicana (prov 
teutonica)—aa a ruatter of fact, the Province of South Ge: 
were permitted to chome a Provincial, while the Couventual priorics 
fonned © special German Congeegation (conyresatio Grrmanica, with 
a Vienr-General at dieit head, Since 1511 Johann Faber had been 
Vicur-General, but he too was in favour of a refon 
the conflict in this case arose from the Observant 
the Conventuals to their wey of thinking by appes 
and secular authority, Cp. N. Paulus. int the ” Histor, Jahrbu 
1, 1800) p, $4, and in ™ Dip deutschen Dorninikaner im Kampfe gegen 
Luther,’” 1905,'p. 299. 










































































ny 


























202 LUTHER THE MONK 


“The very word rightecusnesa vexos ma: if anyone were to steal 
from me, it would hurt mo less than being obliged to listen to the 
word rightoousness. It is a word which the jurists always have 
on their lips, but there is no more unlearned race than these men 
of the law, save, perhaps, the men of good intention and superior 
reason (' bonc-intentionari: seu sublimatee ralionis '): for 1 have 
experienced both in myself and in others, that when we were 
righteous, God mocked at us."! 


4. Attack on Predisposition to Good and on Free Will 


‘The assertion of the complete corruption of human nature 
owing to the continuance of original sin and the inex- 
tinguishable tinder of concupiseence, arose from the above- 
mentioned position which Luther had taken up with regard 
to self-righteousness, 

Man remains, according to what Luther says in the 
Commentary on Romans, in spite of all his veneer of good 
works, so alienated from God that he “docs not love but 
hates the law which forces him to what is good and forbids 
what is evils his will, far from secking the law, detests it. 
Nature persists in its evil desires contrary to the law; it is 
always full of evil concupiscenee when it is not assisted 
from above.” This coneupiscence, however, is sin, Every- 
thing that is good is duc only to grace, and grace must 
bring us to acknowledge this and to “*scck Christ humbly 
and so be saved.” 

‘The descriptions of human doings which the author gives 
us in cloquent language are not wanting in fidelity and truth 
to nature, though we cannot approve his inferences. He has 
a keen eye on others and is unmerciful in his delineation of 
the faults which he perceived in the pious people around 
him, 








He spies out many who only act from a desire for the praise of 
men, and who wish to appear, but. not really to be, good. How 
ready are such, he says, to depreciate themselves with apparent 
humility. Others only’do what is right because it gives them 
pleasure, Le. from inclination and without any higher motive. 
Others do it from vain self-complacency ; yea, sclfishness is 
present in almost all, and mars their works.” Outward routino 
and a business-like righteousness spoils a great deal. It is to be 





3. With the above is connected the fact 
peremptorily dumands the surrender of all 


v4 
* Ibid, p. 46. 
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deplored that, like the Pharisces, they only keep what is com- 
mended in viow and long for the rewards of a busy end petty 
virtue. 

In such descriptions he is easily carried too far and is somo- 
times even obviously unjust. Thus, for instance, of ovil practices 
he makes conscious theories, in ordor tho more readily to gain 
the upper hand of his adversaries.“ They teach,” he cries, “ that 
it is only necessary to keep the law by works and not with the 
heart . . . their offorts are not accompanied with the least 
inward effort, everything is wholly extornal.’”! 


In respeet of the doctrine of original sin and its conse 
quences in man, he not only magnifies enormously the 
strength of the eoncupiscence which remains after baptism, 
without sufficiently taking into account the spiritual means 
by which it can be repressed, but gives the most open cx- 
pression to his belief that concupisecnce is actually sin; it 
is the persistence of original sin, rendering every man actually 
culpable, even without any consent of the will. The “ Non 
concupisces”’ of the Ten Commandments-—which the 
Apostle emphasises in his Epistle to the Romans, though 
in another sense—Luther makes out to be such a pro- 
hibition that, by the mere existence of concupiseence, it is 
daily and hourly sinfully transgressed. He pays no attcn- 
tion to the theology of the Chureh, which had hitherto seen 
in the ‘* Non concupisces” a prohibition of any voluntary 
consent to a concupiscence existing without actual sin. 

His attack on free will is very closely bound up with his 
ideas on concupiscence. 





“ Concupiscence with wenkness is against the law ‘Thou shalt 
not covet,’ and it is deacly [a mortal sin}, but the gracious Ged 
does not impute it on account of the work of salvation which 
has been commenced in [pardoned] man.” “Even a venial 
sin," he teaches in the samo passage, “is, according to its nature 
[owing to hunan nature which is entirely alienated from God}, a 
mortal sin, but the Creator docs not impute (* imputat') it as 
mortal sin’ to the man whom he chooses to perfect and render 
while." 

Ho makes various attempts to deduce from concupiscence the 
absolute want in the will of frecdem to do what is good. Thero 





1 Schol. Rom 
2 The reader al tions regarding the teachers 
of whose nominalistic tende ent, quod Wea 
opere tantun ait implenta, rdie. . . . Neo 
ipel minimo aalten eordis conute ealem ayjrediuntur, ed eolummodo 
externy opere.”” Ibid, p. 45. 
© Ibid, ps 332 
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is not tho slightest doubt that he does deny this freedom, though, 
on the other hand, he grants so much to liberty in his admo- 
nitions concerning predestination (see below, p. 219) that he 
practically retracts his denial. The position ho takes up with 
regard w xrave ought to be @ test of what he actually held : did 
he look upon yeace as in every case irresistible 1 But on this very 
point he is as yet indisposed to commit himself as he will not 
hesitate to do later, to © positive, crroncous “yea.” In short, 
though he stands for a denial of liberty, he has not yet scen his 
way to solve all tho difficulties. 

If we scck some specimens illustrating the course of his ideas 
regarding lack of liberty, we find, perhaps, tho strongest utterance 
in his comments on Romans viii. 28: Free will apart from 
grace posscos absolutely no power for righteousness, it is 
necessarily in sin. ‘Therefore St. Augustine in his book against 
Julian terms it ‘rather an enslaved than a free will.’ But after 
ig of grace it becomes really free, at least as far as 
concerned. ‘The will is, it is true, free by nature, 
but only for what comes within its province, not for what is 
above it, being bound in the chain of sin and therefore unable 
to choose what is good in God's sight.""* Here Luther makes no 
distinction between natural and supernatural good, but excludes 
both from our choice; in fact there is no such thing as natural 
goodness, for what nature performs alone is only sin, 

“Where ix our righteousness,” he exelaima thetorically some 
pages before this, “where are our works, where is the liberty of 
choive, where the presupposed ‘condingens ’ (see above, p. 193) t 
This is what must he preached, this is the way to bring the 
wisdom of the flesh to the dust! The Apostle does so here. In 
former passages he cut off its hands, its fect, its tongue ; here 
he seizes it [the wisdom of the flesh which speaks in defence of 

vo will] and makes an end of it. Here, like a flash of light, it 
to possess nothing in itself, ellits possession being in God.” 

then, is Luther's conclusion: the elect are not saved by 
the co-operation of their iree will, but by the Divine decree ; not 
by their micrits, but by the unalterable edict from above by means 
of which they conquer all the difficultica.in the way of salvation. 
He is silent here as to whether the elect may not succumb te sin 
temporarily, cither by the misuse of liberty, or from lack of com- 
pelling grace. * 

‘Towards tho end of the Commentary he asserts quite definitely 
that we are unable to formulate even @ good intention with our 
human powers which could in any way [even in the natural order} 
be pleasing to God. 

‘He here examines certain opponents, who rightly denied this 






































* The passage hore reforced to in St. Ange ix in" Contra Lulianum.” 
1, 8.e.85 Mise, PT. sliys, p. GN. Augustine there when he spealss 
of “serve patine quan literum arhitrian”” «ues so in another sens, 
though Luther saw fit ts borrow the expression for the tithe of hia owe 
Inter work of 1525: De eireo arbitrio." 

#*Schol. Rom.,”" p. 208. 
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inability, “ otherwise man would be forced to sin.’* Further on 
he attributes to all theologians the teaching of the Occamists 
(see above, p. “therewith we receive without fail the 
infusion of God's graco"; a proposition whieh certainly sounds 
Pelagian, He passes over one point which true scholastic theo- 
logians did not omit, viz. that God's supernatural assistonco 
“prevents our natural will, caises the same into the order of 
grace, and thas enables us to merit salvation, Further, again 
disregarding the scholastie teaching, he foists upon all theolagians 
the ida that, having once formed our intention, “ we need have 
no further anxicty, or trouble ourselves to invoko Cod’s graco."1 
Such is, according to him, the position ef his opponents. 

In his answer he does not assert, as regards the first pro- 
position, that God forces us to evil ; “ the wicked,"" he says, “ do 
what they wish, perhaps even with good intentions, but God 
allows them to sin even in their good works.” Of this, according 
to him, his epponents must be aware and therefore ought not to 
act with so much assurance and certainty as though they were 
really performing good works. Everyone should rather say : 
“Who knows whether God's grace i working this in me?” 
‘Then only dos man acknowledge “ that he can do nothing of 
himself ""; only thux can we escape Pelagianism, whieh ia tho 
curse of the self-righteous. But because they are persuaded 
that it is always within their power to do what they can, and 
therefore also to possess grace [here he ix utilising some of the 
real weaknesses of Occamisin), therefore they do nothing but sin 
‘all the time in their assurance."* 


4 Schol. Rom.” p. 322. 

* Thid. p. Tn conncetion with the proposition at, the 
comnicneement of this division : “Man ean of himself do nothing, 
Luther attucks the medieval theological axiom : "* Fecivni quod at 
in ae, Deus non denenat gration” (in his Commentary on the I'salms, 
Weim. ed.. 4. p. 262. he alrencly qives itias: Deum infalhbiliter dat 
gratiam”}, Inorder to make the matter clear we may state in advance 
s according to Cathelic doctrine, we cannot with the power of 

e merit grace either “de eondumo or “de conruo'; grace 
coxcludes any natural acquiring of the same ; man ix only able to 
dixpose himself negatively for the eequisition of grace, not pesitively, 
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n atich a way #3 to demand grace an aright.“ Hao wo 
rowel ae ‘pawn ad hoe, quod edipiacatur dicinum auailiam, quod apira 
roar taly wil patina tel he aadiptacenduan @ Deo mocitur.s Thskin 
©. 149, Inaceorlanee with this, (rue Seholas= 

not wish to eapress by Uhe proposition 
acienté quod ext in ae,” ete, any real meriting of grace by our 
natura! powers, Luther's attacks, which presuppose this, were there= 
fore of no aynil against ie true theology of the Middle Ages, The 
natural acts recognised by theology’ as goud. ure generally unimportant, 
Lave no supernatural merit, and cannut positively qualify for grace 
in the sense of " Facirnii, ete.” ‘The wxiony iinplies Father that. whoever 
does his part, roused and moved thereto by actual grace, will arrive 
fat saying grace and reach heaven; it presupposes a negative pre- 
God in His merey does ‘not refuse His grace to whoever 

part. Tt was therefore presumed that the actual grace of God 
was at work in every good work which man performed, inviting to, 
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Luther does not here ask himself what else man is to perform 
in order to possess the grace of God, beyond doing what he can, 
humbling himself and praying for grace, as all preceding ages 
hd tanght. He is still looking for an asmurance of salvation by 
xome other method. Only at a later date does he learn, or thinks 
he lowns, how it is to be obtained (hy faith alona).” Here he 
nicrely says: ‘tis the greatest plague to spcak of the signs of 
possessing grace and thereby to lull man 
has not yet found the assurance of the ‘‘ Ciracious God,’ 
to express it later. 









Meanwhile he proceeds, ostensibly following St. Paul, to 
denounce the principle “he who does what he can,” cte., 
like wise freewill and the possibility of fulfilling the law. 





Paul teaches, for instance, in Romana viii. 3 f.: What the 
Mosaic law could not do on account of the rebellion of the flesh 
in man, namely, conquer sin, that God did by the incarnation of 
His Son, who overcame sin and helps us to fulfil the lew; in 


co-operating with, ond furthering it. Cp. Denifie-Weiss, 1%, p. 577 ff. 
The medieval theoloyiet work most widely known in Luther's time, 
the “Compendium theoluyiee veritatis,” says expressly : “ Without 
grace no one is able to de his part so as to preparo himself for salva- 
tion (1.5, c 11). We find there no traco of the Pelasianism with 
which Lather so bitterly reproached the whole theology of the Middle 
Ages. (Seo Denifle Wes, 14. p. 576, n. 5). "Is mere co-operation 
with price Pelasian 1" Denifle asks ip. 577). And what authorised 
Luther to say in the Schmalkald Articles (Miller-Kolde, “Dio aym- 
boliehon Biishor der ovungel, luther. Kirche,” 1907, p. 311). that 
tha tenshing "ai fariat hoon qprantum ia xe eat, Deum’ lergiri ei serio 
sua gratia,” was © portentum, a heuthenish dogma from which it 
followed that Chrixt had died in vain? 

Luther himself had previously, in his Commentary on the Psalms 
(Weitn. ed., 4, p. 262), written, that God gives His grace without fail 
to him who doca hia part, and yet he therchy aasumed, with tho wholo 
of theology, thot grace and glory were not on that account merited, 
hut given us without any desert on our part, (Denitle-Weissy 1% 
p44.) ‘The passage reads; Hine recte docturen quad honeini facieutt 
quod ent in ae, Leva injaitibiliter dat gratiam, et there non de condigre 
eae posnit ad yravium prepararc, quia est ineomparabilin, tamen lene 
de congruo, propter pramissionem inane Dei et partum misrricorti@.” 
Denitio hete remarks aptly: We must not overluok the fact, thet 
Lather here formulates the proposition * Facienti,' ete., in the nomi- 
nalistic sense.” What is more important is that Luthor, immediately 
before, had Tightly excluded all supernntural merit from natural 
action C' non ex meritia, aeel cx mera promissione mincrentia Dei"). 

‘The Nominalists of Oceam's school went much further in allowing 
‘a natural preparation for grace (though not meriting) than the 
recognised representatives of Scholnst ‘Denifle-Weiss, 1, p. 586 : 
“Phe preparation for saving gree takes place, acco to the 
Ocearnists. by purely natural acts under the general concurrence of 
God particulie eaneurrenee is, neconting to them and speaking 
generally, the saving grace itself, whereas, aceonling to Scholasticism 
Proper, special concurrence, Le. netuual grace, intervenes between tho 
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those who are not born again, sin lives aa the “law of sin,” 
because they ara “weak” (jG) sgainst the attacks of 
eoneupiseence ; on the other hand, the saving grece of the 
gospol frees us from the “law of sin and death.” ‘To the pro- 
position with which Paul introduces this doctrine, vig. that it 
had not been possible for the law (i.e. the Mosaic Law) to conquer 
sin, Luther simply adds: “where now is the freedom of the 
wilt? ... the holy Apostle Paul says hero expressly that tho 
Jaw was unablo to condemn [overcome] sin, or even the weakness. 
which proceeds from the flesh. This is nothing else but the 
doctrine which I have so frequently beon insisting upon, that a 
fulfilling of the lew through our own efforts is impossible ; it 
‘cannot éven be said that we have the power to will and to be able, 
in such @ way as God would have us, viz. by grace [thus it, is 
possible to us to perform whet is naturally good]; for otherwise 
grace would not he necessary, but only useful, and otherwise the 
sin of Adam would not have corrupted our nature, but havo left 
it unimpaired. . . . Tt is truo that the law of nature is written 
in the hearts of all; reason also has a natural desire for what is 
good, but this is selfish, being directed to our own good, not to 
that which pleases God; only faith working by love is directed 
towards Clod. All that nature desires and acquires, goodness, 
wisdom, virtue and whatevor clio thers is, are evil. goods (* male 
Bona suné’), because nature, by originel sin, is blinded in its 
Knowledge end chained in its affections, and therefore cannot 
know God, nor love Him above all things nor yet refer all to Him. 














natural ond the supernatural, i.e. saving grace, and is necessary fo 
fan’s: preparation for the reception of the Iatier ;_ the general” co1 
currence on the other hand is represented as insufficient becnuse it 
belongs to the natural order, (Sco above, pp. l4l ff.) Never- 
theless, the Nominalists, as A. Weiss points out (Denifie, 14, p. 578, 
n, 2), came to expound their theory quite satisfactorily. See Alten= 
staig, " Lexicon theolog.,” Venety 1493, fol. 104 8.v. Facere quod in 
ae cat. Still, Denitlo is right when he says (p, 441) that the reproach 
‘of Pelagianism Inter on urged against them by Luther did to somo 
extent apply to the Occami 

‘The deeper ground, howover, which led Luther in the above passages 
‘of the Commentary on Romans to attack the " Facienti.” ete., was 
that, in his antagonism ogainst the good works of the self-righteous, 
Ihe had. with the assistance of psetlo-mysticism, reached a point where 
he denied thet any vital act on the part of man hed eny potency for 
the working out of salvation. Tn the work of sulvation he allows of no 
power of choice: ‘Tho fulfilling of the law by our own efforts is 
absolutely impossible”; ** free will is altogether in sin. and cannot 
choose what ix good in God's sight.” Sea val. ti, xiv. 3. Cp. W. Braun, 
* Dio Bedoutung clor Coneupiseenz boi Luther,” pp. 215, 217, 219, 221 

Protestant theologians could, moreover, have found the sxiom 
* Facienti,” ete., duly explained in the Catholic sense, with ite biblical 
end patristic supports, even in the ordinary Catholic handbooks of 
theology, which would have obviated much misapprehension 3 ep. 
for instance, H. Hurter, “ Theologia: epeeiatia pura al'era,”! Inns 
Uruck, 1903 (Compendium 3), p. 3 seg, 72 +7 

1 gehol. Rom," p. 183. 
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Therefore it follows that, without faith and love, man is unable 
to desire, have, or do anything that is good, but only evil, even 
when he does what is good.” “ Without love, ie. without the 
assistance of an external and higher power, he sins continually 
against. the law ‘Thou shalt not covet,’ for this commandment, 
requires that wo should not appropriate or secle anything for 
ourselves, but live, act and think for God in all things. ‘This 
commandment is simply beyond us.'"* 


His object in thus disparaging liberty is not for the present 
grounded on the Almighty Power of God, as though th 
stood in its way, or, as was the case later, on predestination, 
as though its irrefutable decree were incompatible with 
liberty, but merely on his cxaggeration of the results of 
original sin with regard to doing what is good (i.e. on 
concupiscenee) ; he simply moves along the old lincs of his 
distaste for gocd works and for so-called self-righteousness.? 

His misinterpretation of the Scholastics, due partly to 
ignorance, partly to the strength of his prejudice against 
them, here did him very notable service. He says on one 
occasion: “In their arbitrary fashion they make out that, 
on the infusion of grace, the whole of original sin is remitted 
in everyone just like all actual sin, as though sin could thus 
be removed at once 
pelled by light. 































= It is truc their Aristotle made sin 
and righteousness to consist i Kither I never 
understocd them, er they did net express themselves well.””? 
Here there can be no doubt that the former hypothesis is 
the correct one. That he did not understand his teachers 
and the school bocks is apparcnt from the following re= 
mark: If sin were completely removed in confessien 
(“onmia ablata et evacuata”), then he who comes from 
confession ought to prefer himself to all cthers, and not 
Took upon himself as a sinner like the rest. Even the 
Occamists never provided the slightest grcund for such an 
inference, though they admitted in the justificd the entire 
remission of all sin, original as well as actual. Luther hed 
said in the very passage of the Commentary on Remans 
just quoted: “the remission of sin is, it is true, a real 
remission, yet not a removal of sin; the removal is only 
to be hoped for (“ quod non sit ablatio peccati, nist in spe) 
4 “schol, Rom.” p. 183 f, 


1 Cp. ibid. pp. 1M4, 185, 187, 244. 
9 Mids pe ICS. 
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from the giving of grace ;_gracc commences the process of 
the removal in this way, that the sin is no longer imputed 
as sin.” But, without recalling his own admission that he 
may possibly have misunderstocd the Scholastics, he gocs 
on to speak of the “ deliria ” of such Doctors. 


5. Luther rudely acts aside the older doctrine of Virtue 
and sin 

In his Commentary on Romans Luther enters upon the 
domain of theological and philosophical discussion regarding 
the questions of natural and supernatural morality, the 
state of grace and the infused habit, sometimes with subtilty, 
sometimes with coarse inveetive, but owing to the limits 
of the present work we are unable to follow him except 
quite cursorily. 

‘The manner in which he flings his * curses”’ at the doc- 
trines of Scholasticism is distinctive of him ; he says they 
are entirely compounded of pride and ignorance with regard 
to sin, to God and the law ;*“* cursed be the word ‘ formatum 
charitate,” and also the distinction between works according 
to the substance of the deed and the intention of the Law- 
giver.”® There is perhaps no previous instance of a learned, 
exegetical treatise intended for academic consumption 
being thus spiced with curses. 


Certain of Luther's remarks on his practical experience call for 
consideration. Such is the following: “Everywhere in the 
Church great relapses aftor confession are now noticeable, 
People ace confident that they are justified instead of first 
awaiting justification, and therefore the devil has an easy task 

such false assurance of safety, and overthrows men. All 
due to making righteousness consist in works. But who- 
ever thinks like a Christian can find this out for himeclf.¢ 


2 “Sehol. Rom.” p. 108f. Cp. p. 178, where ho complain thet 
hed reached tho“ nePotrtna fonts tut baptizati ve abuolul, male 
‘rine omni peecato arbitrantes, securi fierent de adepta tuatitia et manibue 

inoie quicti,nulliue ve. conseii peceati, quod gomitu et lachrymiv lugende 
et daborando ezpuynarent atque expurgarent. Igitur peccatum est in 
epirituali homine rel ete. Tt is clear that tho continuance of 
the " fomea peccati” is confused with the continuance of sin and the 
lenguor which is frequently due to weakness after the extirpation of 
sin, with @ languor which inust necessarily set in. ‘The " grace which 
is given” he sometimes looks upon as actual, sometimes as saving 
fisee._ To follow him through all his erroneous notions would be end- 

88. 
* Ibid., p. 114. 
2 ddid., p. 167, * Wid, po Me 
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Ho gives the following exhortation with great emphasis and 
almost as though he had made an. astounding discovery : ‘* Who- 
over goes to confession, let him not believe that he gets rid of his 
burden and can then live in peace."? His new doctrine of sin, 
which he discloses in the same passage, lies at the bottom of this 
the baptised and the absolved must on no account forthwith 
consider themselves free from ain, on the contrary “they must 
not fancy themselves sure of the righteousness they have obtained 
and allow their hands to drop Iistlessly as though they were 
not conscious of any sin, for they have yet to fight against it and 
exterminate it with sighs and tears, with sadness and effort. 

“Sin, therefore, still remains in tho spiritual men for his 
exercise in the life of grace, for the humbling of his pride, for the 
driving back of his presumption; whoever does not exert 
himself zealously in the struggle against it, is in danger of being 
condemned even though he cease to sin any more (' sine dubio 
habet, unde damnetur’). We must carry on a war with our 
desires, for they aro culpable (‘culpa '), they are really sina and 
render us worthy of damnation ; only the merey of God does not 
impute them to us (‘imputare') whon wo fight manfully against 
them, calling upon God’s grace.”* 


























There are few passages in the Commentary where his false 
conception of the entire corruption of human nature by 
original sin and concupiscence comes out so plainly as in the 
words just quoted. We sce here too how this conception 
leads him to the denial of all liberty for doing what is good, 
and to the idca of imputation, 

We can well understand that he needed St. Augustine to 
assist him to cover all this, And yct, as though to em- 
phasise his own devious course, he quotes, among other 
passages, one, in which Augustine confutes the view of 
any sin being present in man simply by reason of con- 
aiplicenes, 





“If we do not consent to concupiscence,”” Augustine says, “it 
is no win in those who are regenerate, so that, even if the * Non 
concupinces’ ia infringed, yet the injunction of Jesus Sirach 
(xviii. 80) ‘Go not after thy lusts’ is observed. It ie merely 
& manner of speaking to call concupiscence sin (‘modo quodarn 
Toquendi "'), because it sprang from sin, and, when it is vietorious, 
causes sin.”* ‘To this statement of the Father of the Church, 
which ia so antagonistic to hia own ideas, Luther can only add ! 














1 4Schol. Rom.,!" p. 179. 

1 Ibid., p. 178. "Seo above, p. 209, n. 1, 

2 Ibid. p. 178. 

* Ibid, p. 181, Tho pacmze quoted from Augustine is in ‘* De 
nuptiig et concupiscentia ad Valerian” I 1,6. 385 Migney Bs Tay alivy 
col. 428, 
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that, certainly, concupiscence is in this way morely the cause and 
effect of sin, but not formally sinful (“ causatiter et efectuativer, 
non formatiter’’); Augustine hiruself hed taught in another 
passage,? that owing to the mere existence of concupiscence, wo 
are able to do what is good only in an imperfect way, not well 
and perfectly (‘* facere, non perficere” ; cp. Rom vii.. 18) ; that wo 
ought, however, to strive to act well and perfectly ‘if we wish to 
attain to the perfection of righteousness '' (“ perficere bonum, ext 
‘non concupiscere"”).* 

St. Augustine’s words, which aro much to the point if taken in 
the right sense, only encouraged Luther in his opposition ta the 
Scholastics ; he points out to thom that Augustine's manner is 
not theirs, and that at least he supports his statementa by Holy 
Scripture when speaking of the desires which persist without the 
consent of the will; they on the other hand come along without 
Bible proofs and thua with less authority ; those old Doctors 
quioted consciences with the voice of the Apostle, but these new 
ones do not do 20 at all, rather they fores tho Divine teaching 
into the bed of their own abstractions ; for instance, they derive 
from Aristotle their theory as to how virtues and vices dwell in 
the soul, viz. as the form exists in the subject ; all comprehension 
of the difference between flesh and spirit is thus made impossible. 

















The question which here forces itself upon Luther, v 
how virtue and vice exist in the soul, is of fundamental 
importance for his view of cthics, and, as it frequently 
occurs in the Commentary, it must not be passed over. 

When he says that virtues and vices do not adhere to the 
soul, he means the same as what he elsewhere expresses 
more clearly, viz. that “it depends merely on the gracious 
will of God whether a thing is good or bad." 


“ Nothing is good of its own nature, nothing is bad of its own 
nature; the will of God makes it good or bad. 


+ Contra Julianum,” 1.3, ¢. 26; Migne, P. L., xliv., col. 733.49. 

® “ Schol. Rom.,” p. 182. 

¥ Iid., p, 221. 

* Thid. “ Bonitaa Dei facit now bonos et opera noatra bona: 
quia non essent in ar bona, nisi quia Deua reputat va bona. EC tantum 
aunt vel non aunt. quantum ille reprtat vel non replat, Tdeireo nosteum 
reputare vel non reputare mihil ent. Qui sic aapit, semper pavidua eat, 
semper Dei reputationem tinct et expectat. Licireo neacit anperbire et 
contendere, micut faciunt superb inatitiaria, qui certi unt de bonia operibus 
suis. Perverra ilaque ext definitio virtntin apul Aristotelem, quod iia 

‘perfieit ot opus eius laudabile reclit.” "The nominalistic doctrine 
eceptation also comes out in Luther's Heidelberg Disputation 
ferke,” Weim, od, 1, pp. 352, 295), though he explains it in such 
© fashion’ that it is clear he doce not ‘wish to go as fer ae Occam's 
paradox to be mentioned immediately. He enswers tho objection 
thot the seme act cannot bo pleasing and disploasing to God at the 
same time, thus: ‘Tho Scholastics are acquainted only with an 
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This is the merest Nominalism, akin to Occam’a perdox that 
“hatred of God, theft and adultery might be not merely not 
wicked, but even meritorious were the will of God to command 
them.” 

From such ideas of Ocean Luther advanced to the followin; 
“Phe will of God decides whether Iam pleasing to Him or not.”* 

This explains the proposition which frequently appears, in the 
Commentary on Romans and elsewhere, that man is at the same 
time righteous and a sinner, that the righteous man has tho left 
foot still in sin and the right in grace.* 

Tn the Commentary he attacks self-complaceney in the perform- 
ence of good works with the ery: “Good works are not some- 
thing that can please because thoy are good or meritorious, but 
because they have been chosen by God from eternity aa pleasing 
to Himself,” words which presuppose that only the imputation 
matters. “Therefore,” he continues, “* works do not render us 
good, but our goodness, or rather the goodness of God, makes us. 
good end our works good; for in themselves they would not be. 
good, and they ere or are not good in so far as God accounts them, 
‘or does not account them good (‘quantum ile reputat vel non 
repuiat'). Our own accounting or not accounting does not. 
matter in the least. Whoever keeps this before him is always 
filled with fear, and waits with apprehension to sos how God's 
eontonce will fall out. This puts an ond to all that puffing up of 
eelf and quarreling, s0 beloved of the proud ‘ iustétiarii,’ who are 
80 sure of their good works,” 

“Even the very definition of virtue which Aristotle gives,”” he 
concludes, ‘is ail wrong, as though, forsooth, virtue made us 
perfect and its work rendered us worthy of praise. The truth ia 
simply that it makes us praiseworthy in our own cycs and 
commends our works to us; but this is aborninable in God's 
sight, while the contrary is pleasing to Him.” 

‘As & matter of fact, Scholasticism, basing ita teaching on 
Aristotle, considered virtue and vice as something real and 
cbjective, as qualities of the soul which adhero to it inwardly 
and “inform ” it, i.e. impart to it a spiritual form and become 
part of it in the same way as material things have their special 

















acceptation by God without forgiveness ; we, on the contrary, know 
that the evil in all works is forgiven through Christ, our righteousness, 
Who makes good all our defects: just aa the saints have so-called 
morita only in Christ, for Whose anke God accepts graciously their 
works which He would not otherwise accept.” ‘* Werke," Weim. od., 
1, p. 370. Cp. W. Braun,“ Die Concupiscenz,” ete., p. 213, where he 
rightly draws attention to the fact that A. Jundt, “ Le développement 
do la pensée eligiouse de Luther jusquien 1517, Paris, 1906, has 
not drawn his ‘information regarding Scholasticism from the right 
source, but from Harnack’s and Sccbers’s worke, and even from 
Denifle’s quotations.” Cp. “Hist. Jahrbuch,” 27, 1006, p. 884: 
‘Junelt knows nothing of the Catholic literature on the matter,” ete. 

2 Broun, pp. 191, 211; “Werke,” Weim. ed., 1, p. 425 2 p. 536, 

+“ Schol. Rom.,” p. 221. 

* Ibid, 
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qualities, for instance, their natural colour without which they 
do not oxist. ‘Those, as a matter of fact, were merely learns 
ways of expressing the fundamental truth naturally perceived 
by all, viz. thot evil deeds and vices render a man evil, and good 
deeds and virtues render him good ; no sane mind could conceive 
of @ thoory of imputation by which good is made evil or evil 
good. 


Luther was naturally obliged by his new theology of 
imputation to declare war on the older theological view of 
the existence of virtue and vice in the soul.! It was in so 
doing that, in his excitement, he uttered the curses above 
referred to (p. 209). It was no mere question of words, 
but of the very foundation of his new theology, a fact 
which makes his excitement comprehensible. 

As a matter of fact, by his application of the theory of 
imputation he was heading for a “transformation of all 
values” and drifting towards the admission of a “ future 
life of good and evil” long before modern philosophy had 
confidently opened up a similar perspective. 


6, Preparation for Justification 


Notwithstanding the fact that, according to the above 
exposition in the Commentary on Romans, man has ab- 
solutely no ‘freedom of choice for doing what is good and 
that we cannot know with regard to our works how God 
will account them, Luther frequently speaks in the same 
book of the preparation necessary for obtaining justification, 
namely, by works. Here his feeling and his eloquence 
come into full play at the expense of clear theology. He 
docs not cven take into account the irresistibility of grace, 
which is the point he is bound to arrive at finally. Christ 
alone docs the work, he says (‘soli Christo iustitia relin- 
quitur, soli ipst opera gratie et spiritus”).* On the other 
hand, the bringing about of justification, at least so far as 
Preparation goes, is imposed upon man, There are “ works 
which predispose to justification,” he teaches (“ opera que 
fiunt preparatoric ad iustificationem aequirendam.”). “ Who- 
ever by his worksdisposes himself for the grace of justification 
is already, to a certain extent, rightcous ; for righteousness 
largely consists in the will to be rightcous.”* 


2 Cp. “‘Schol. Rom,” p. 183. ? Ibid, p. 89. # Thid., p. 90 F. 
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“Such works,” he continues, “are good, because we do not 
truat in them, but by them prepare ourselves for justification 
by which alone we may hope for righteousness.” “‘ Therefore we 
must pray earnestly, be zealous in good works and mortify our- 
solves (* castigandum ') until readiness and joyousness develop in 
the will and its old inclination to sin is overcome by grace.” 

“For the grace [of justification] will not be given to man 
without this personal agriculture of himself” ("non dabitur 
gratia sine isla agricultura sui ipsius "').* 

‘We must continue to ‘look upon such works aa merely pre- 
paratory, just as all works of righteousness performed in grace, 
prepare in their turn for an increase of justification, sceording 
to Apoc. xxii. 11."? “Only 60 can we be saved, namely, by 
ropenting that we are laden with sin and aro living in sin, 
and by imploring of God our deliverance.t He also, in other 
passages, emphasises tho fact that works aro necessary for 
ion as its preparation : * We must do works in order to 
obtain justification (‘opera pro iustificatione querenda'), works 
of grace and faith ; they confirm the desire for justification and 
the fulfilment of the law, but we may not think that we are 
justified by thom." “ Rather, true believers spend their whole 
life in sccking justificstion . .". whoover accks it with tho heart 
and by works, is without doubt already justified in God's sight.”* 
Towards the end of the Commentary he describes in emphatic 
words, which will be quoted below, the humility and sighing 
which should bring about justification. 

We need not hore specify how far the demand for individual 
effort is hero a reminiscence of his Catholic training, or moro 
particularly due to the school of Occam, It is an undoubted 
fact that Occamisin and pseudo-mysticism are here rubbing 
shoulders, and that Luther himself is aware of the incongruity.* 

















7. Appropriation of the righteousness of Christ by humility— 
Neither “Faith only” nor assurance of Salvation 


Luther’s words, quoted above, where he says that Christ 
fulfilled the law for us, He made His rightcousness ours and 
our sins His (see above, p. 95 f.), show that he applied in the 
fullest manner the thcory of imputation to justification, 
Man remains a sinner, but the sin is not imputed to him, 
he is accounted righteous by the imputing to him of what 
is quite alicn to him, viz, the righteousness of Christ. Thus 





2 © Schol. Rom,” p. 





M.* Thid., pe 93. 
Jhid.. p. M6. © Thidey ps 100 f. 
* Cp. what he saysin " Sehol. Kom.,” p. 5, about tho “ opera iusta, 
tna, aaneta extra vet anic iusificationem.” On p. 8 he says, aur good. 
decd should be directed towards the end ‘tt mereamur tuatificari ex 
ipso (Deo).” Tn the intorpretation of chapter ii. ho explains verso 4 = 
Quicwnyue tegen implet cat in Christo et datur ei gratia per aut 
presparationem ad candem, quantum in se edt,” p. 38. 





° Ibid, p. 95. 
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he is at one and the same time the friend and the encmy of 
God,1 


‘Tho verb “ to justify " as used in Holy Seripture the author of 
the Commentary on Romans simply takes to mean “vo account 
as righteous,” or “ to declare righteous.”” ‘Thus he says: “ The 
doers of the law (according to Rom. ii. 13) are justified, i.e. they 
are accounted righteous. In Psalm exlii. we read: ‘In Thy 
sight no man living shall be justified,’ i.o. bo accounted righteous. 

= The Phariseo in the Temple wished to ‘justify himself’ 
(Luke x. 29), ie. to declare his justification."* 

“Whoever seeks peace in his righteousness, seeks it in the 
flesh.” Christ only is righteousness and truth, and in Him all 
is given us in order that by Him we may be righteous and truo 
‘and escape eternal damnation.”? “'Thia justification takes place 
(according to Paul) outside of works of the law, i.o. without works 
which are outside of faith and grace, that is, which come from 
the law, whieh forces by fear and attracts by temporal promises. 
‘The Apostle calls those only works of faith which proceed from 
the spirit of freedom through the love of God, and these can only 
be done by the man who is justified by faith. Tho works of the 
law however do not help towards justification, but are rather a 
hindrance because they prevent a man from looking upon him- 
self as unrighteous and in need of justification.”* 

“Christ, according to the Apostle, has become our righteous- 
nesa (I Cor. i. 0), i.e. all the good that we possess is exterior, 

is Christ's. It is only in ua by faith and hope in Him.” “ Our 
fullness and our rightoousness is outside of us, within we are empty 
and poor. The pious know that sin alone dwells in them, 
but that this is covered over and not imputed on account of 
Christ... . Tho beauty of Christ concoals our hideousness.’’§ 

“There is in this system," says Denifle, in his deseription of it, 
“no question of the expulsion of sin. ‘Tho sinner . .,. casts him-, 
self in his sinful condition on Christ without any means of his 
own, he hides himself under the wings of the hen and comforts 
himself with the idea : Christ has done everything in place of me, 
all my works would be merely sin. . . Luther did not perceive 
what @ grievous wrong he was doing to God by this theory. It 
entirely suppresses tho inward grace of God which raiscs a man 
up again, penetrates to the depths of his soul and purifies and 
fills it with supernatural strength. The organic process of 
justification thus shrinks into a purely mechanical shifting of the 
scenery.” To this Denifle opposes the statement of Holy Scrip- 
ture: That man by a Living faith is implanted in Christ os the 
sapling is grafted on to the olive tree, or the branch on tho vine, 
so that there must be an interior change, an ennobling, and thus 
a new life. 

Luther says, “we are outwardly righteous because we are 

2 Cp, Donifle-Weins, 1, p.608, —*  Schel, Rom," p41. 
3 Ibid., p. 83 f. 4 Ibid., p. 84. * Ibid, p. 114 f. 
* Doniflo-Weiss, 1%, p. 403, 
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justified, not by our works, but only by the reputation of God ; 
but His reputation is not inwardly within us, and is not within 
our power.” ‘Solum Deo repwante sumus iusti, ergo non nobis 
viventibus wel operantibus ; quare intringece et ex nobis impit 
wsreper”™ 





The connection between “reputation” as above and 
Occam’s theory of acccptation is unmistakable. 

The nominalistic views of God and of His arbitrary 
acceptation were the form in which Luthcr’s ideas were 
moulded. The general structure of his thoughts was de- 
rived from what he had retained of the Nominalism of 
Occam. On the principal point, however, Luther diverges 
from the theology of the school of Occam by not admitting 
in any way the saving grace which the latter teaches. 
There is with him no such thing as an infused virtue of 
righteousness.? Luther in his doctrine on virtue and vice 
had already suppressed them as “ qualities,” i.e. as objective 
realities ; still more so docs he deny that the grace which 
makes us tightcous is in any sense a real “ qualitas,” or 
“habitus”; in fact, he leaves no actual justifying grace 
whatever actually inherent in man, but merely secs in God 
a gracious willingness not to regard us as sinners, and to 
Jend us His all-powerful assistance for the struggle against 
sin (coneupiscence and actual sin). 

Thus the outlincs of the strongest asscrtions which he 
makes later as to the imputing of the rightcousness of 
Christ are already apparent in his interpretation of the 
Epistle to the Romans, Christ alone has assumed the place 
of what the Catholic ealls saving grace. He already teaches 
what he was to sum up later in the short formula: ‘ Christ 
Himself is my quality and my formal righteousness,” or, 
again, what he was to say to Mclanchthon in 1536: “ Born 
of God and at the same time a sinner; this is a contra: 
diction; but in the things of God we must not hearken to 
reason." His Commentary on Romans prepares us for 
his later assertions: “The gospel is a teaching having no 








3 Schol. Rom.” p. 104 £ 
1 J, Fickor in the profuce to Luther's Con 
_ Lexi, 
Pe For the explanation of gertain expr 
mentary, og, that '* God inf 
doos not justify, sco Denifle-Weiss, 1%, p. 466. 
« “Tischrecien,” ed. Forstemann, 2 p. 148; “ Pugnat esse x Deo 
natium et simul exec peceatorem.” Cp. Weitn. ed, 2, p. 420, 
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ns of Luther's in this Com- 
that faith without works 












Google INIVERSITY OF 


HUMBLE TRUST 217 


connection whatever with reason, whercas the teaching of 
the law can be understood by reason . . . reason cannot 
grasp an extrancous rightcousncss and, even in the saints, 
this belief is not sufficiently strong.’ “* The enduring sin 
is admitted by God as non-existent ; one and the same act 
may be accepted before God and not accepted, be good 
and not good.” ‘* Whoever terms this mere eavilling (‘ cavil- 
latio™) is desirous of measuring the Divine by purblind 
human reason and understands nothing of Holy Seripture.”* 


How then are we to obtain from God the imputation 
of the righteousness of Christ? There is surely some condi- 
tion to be supplied by man which may allow it to be conferred, 
for it cannot rule blindly and unconsciously. Or are we 
never certain of this imputation ? Luther's answer is very 
pessimistic: Man never knows that it has been bestowed 
upon him. He ean only hope, by sinking himself in his 
own nothingness (“* humilitas ”), to placate God and obtain 
this imputation. 

Thus the author of the Commentary on Romans is still 
very far from that absolute assuranee of salvation by faith 
which he was subsequently to advocate. 





Ho insista 80 much on the uncertainty of salvation that ho 
Mames Catholic theologians severely for the assurance and 





1 Opp. Lat. exeg.,” 23, p. 160. By “saints,” Luther means tho 
pious folk who follow his toaching. 

* Werke,” Weim, ed, 2, p. 420 (in the year 1519). 
Cp., for the absenee ‘of assurance of Salvation, “ Schol. Rom.,” 
Be LOL: Ba gola Lies repudat ione iustt sums; repudatio enim eins now 
ti nobis nec in potcetate nonira est, Ergo nrc kuslitia nostra in nobis eat 
nec in poteatate nostra,” and, p. 105; Precatorca (mumua) in rey tet 
autem in ape”; p. 108: “Sunus perfecte cat in ape, in re autem pec 
cator”; p. 89: “ Nunquam acire porsumus, an tustificali simur, an 
credamus ; idcirco tanquam opera nostra aint’ opera legia estimemeis cb 
humiliter peccatorea mimua in sola mixcricordia cius inetifivari cupientes. 
«e+ In ipaum (Christeam) crvdere inecrtum eat” + only by this road of 
the sense of sin is it possible to attain to tho * fication and 
pardon for a possible secret and uncon he" qui ae 
eredere plat ck omucm film poxsidere perforte” hnax no. part in this, 
Tho pioit always thinle with reward to their powedl work : "Quis seit, ai 
gratia Dei hore anecnsn faciat 2 Quin det mahi meine, quod bowd dnlentio 
ruca tx Dro nil 2 Quorinifo nein, uae id qruesd feed, meu, seu quid in sa 
ext, Deo plareat?” (p. 323). (Up. the celchrated question: How can L 
find o gracious Godt)“ Away therefore,” he sys, “with the proud 

ighteous who think. then their wo: (p. 221). 
humility, dospuir is according to hia the cnly fitting stato in 
which to appear before God: who despains of himwelf, the Lord 
acoopte” (p, 223)—that is to say, if He has not destined him for hell! 
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confidence which their teaching induces in man, and refuses to 

admit any of the customary signs which morslists and ascetica 

look upon as conclusive testimony of a eoul being in a stato of 
race. 

‘The advantage he perceives in his new ideas is procisoly that 
they keep man ever in astate of fear (‘‘ semper pavidus").! ‘That, 
as Luther expresaly says, “wa can never know whether we are 
justified and whether wo believe, is owing to tho fact thet it is 
hidden from us whether we live in evory word of God." When 
dealing with @ passage, which he makes use of later in quite a 
different senso (Hom. iil. 22, **the justice of God by faith of Jesus 
Christ unto all and upon all”), he saya: “We must fear and 
tremble (' timent et parent’) lest we please not God ; we must be 
in foar and despair (* pavor ef deoporatio’), for such ts God's own 
work in us; if this fear does not take the place of the customery 
signs, then there is no hope possible; and, in so far, fear alone is 
@ gocd sign.”? “Our life is in death [here speaks the mystic], 
our salvation in destruction, our kingdom in banishment, our 
heaven in hell."* “ Away with all trust in righteousness.” Arise 
and ‘destroy all presumption in wholesome despair.” 

On this road of painful despair Luther fancies he discovers 
the only really * good sign "” of salvation, so far as any sign at all 
can be said to exist : “On account of the confession of their sins 
God accounts the saints as righteous.” 

“Whoover ronounces overything, oven himeolf, is ready to 
Become nothing (volena i in nihilure), to go to doath and to 
damnation, whoever voluntarily confesses and is persuaded that ho 
deserves nothing good, such a one has done enough in God's sight 
and is righteous. Wo must, believing in the word of the cross, die 
to oursolves and to everything ; then we shall live for God alon: 
“The saints have their sins ever before them, they beg for 
righteousness through the mercy of God and, for that very 
reason, they are always accounted righteous by God ; in truth 
they are sinners, though righteous by imputation ; unconsciously 
righteous and ‘consciously unrighteous, sinner in deed but 
righteous in hope.” “God's anger is great and wonderful ; He 
eccounts them at tho same time righteous and unrighteous, 
rernoving sin and not removing it."* Here he exclaims patheti- 

God is wonderful in His saints (Ps. Ixvii. 36), who are 
at tho samo time righteous and unrighteous.” Of the *‘self- 
righteous” he immediately adds ironically: Wonderful is God 
in tho hypocrites, “‘who aro at the samo time unrighteous and 
righteous!” Without any suspicion of peradox, he concludes : 


221; sce shove, p. 211, note 4. 









































2" Schol. Rom.” 214. Cp. his expla 
in, that in a Christian © desperation” (“mortifcatio™ 
fre united ; also Theses 18 nud 24, that " conten 

‘everyone a necessity of the spiritual life,” “ Werke,” Weim. ed., 1, 

p. 396 f,, 301, 364, 

“ Schol, Rom, 

* Wid, p. 105. 
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“Tt is certain that God’s elect will be saved, but no one is certain 
that he is chosen.” * 

Luther ropestedly represents the feeling of despair (under the 
name of " hemilitas'") as not merely @ means of recognising the 
imputation of Uod and therewith one's salvation, but even as in 
itself the only means which can lead to salvation. He praises 
“humility” in mystical language as something man must 
struggle to attain and as the ideal of the devout. It ocoupios 
almost the same placo in his mind as the “sola fides" at a 
later date. 

That “humility” is to him the actual factor which obtains 
tho imputation of the merits of Christ and thus makes the soul 
righteous and wins for it eternal salvation, is apparent not only 
from the above, but also from the following utterances: * When 
we are convinced that we are unrighteous and without the fear 
of God, when, thus humbled, we acknowledge oursolves to be 
godless and foolish, then we deserve to be justified by Him."! 
‘The fear of God works humility, but humility makes us fit for all 
[salvation]; wo must merely resign ourselves to the admission 
that “there is nothing so righteous that it is not unrighteous, 
nothing ao true that it ia not a lie, nothing so pure that it is not 
filthy and profane before God.” “Lot us be sinners in humility 
‘and only desire to be justified by the mercy of lod.” He alone 
who acknowledges his entire unrighteousness, who fears and 
beseeches, he alone, * aa an abiding sinner," opens for himsolf the 
doar to salvation.* 

We must believe everything that is of Christ, he sys, and 
only he does thia who humbly bowails his own utter unrighteous- 
ness. Tho mystic ster of “humility” which has arisen to him 
he even describes as the “vera fides,” and makes the following 
inference: “As this is #0, we must humble ourselves beyond 
bounds.” “When wo have humbled ourselves wholly before 
God, then we have fulfilled righteousness, wholly and entirely 
(‘totam perfectamque iuslitiam '); for what else does all Scripture 
teach but humility 1” 

Luther aseribes to “humility” all that he later ascribes to 
faith ; “all Scripture,” which now teaches humility, will later 
teach that faith ia the only power which saves. In’ that very 
Epistle to tho Romans, which at a lator dato was to be tho 
bulwark of his “sola fides,” he can as yet, in 1515 and 1516, find 
only “sola humitias.” ' His frequent exhortations to ‘self- 
annihilation and despair of one’s own efforts, exhortations taking 
the form of fulsome praiso of one particular kind of humility, 
must be traced back to mystical influence and to his irritation 
against the “ proud aelf-rightoous.” 




















It is true that Luther had, from the very beginning of 
his exposition, as the editor of the Commentary justly 
points out, “taken his stand against the scholastic [rather 


1 “Schol. Rom .” p. 84. * Ibid., p. 89. 
4 Tid. p. 86 E. 
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the Church's] doctrine of salvation; it is apparent at the 
very outset of the lectures that the separation has already 
taken place.” It could not be otherwise, as at the com- 
mencement of the Commentary he already denies the power 
of man to do what is good. Fickcr also says with truth: 
“Luther again and again comes back to his oldest and 
deepest torment, viz. the struggle against free will and 
man’s individual powers” ;! his study of St. Paul confirms 
his views, which now take clearer shape, until finally “ he 
incontinently identifies his opponents with the Pelagians."* 

With regard to Luther’s tenets on faith in the matter 
of salvation he has so far not departed in any essential from 
the accepted olden doctrine that faith is the commence- 
ment, root and foundation of salvation. 





Tho editor of the Commentary also admits, though with 
limitations, the very remarkable fact that faith does not yet 
occupy in’ the Commentary on Romans the position which 
Luther assigns to it later: “‘the ‘ fides,’ which Luther explains 
with the help of a number of terms borrowed from his lectures om 
the Psalms, in the exposition of the Pauline Epistle docs not os 
yet appear in its entire fulness and depth, as the expression of 
the relation of man to the eternal, at least not to the same extent 
as it does later ; frequently we have+a mere reproduction of 
the Pauline phraseology ; there is no lack of reminiscences of 
Augastine, and the rewlts of an Occamist training are also 
‘apparent. 

We certainly cannot say that at the very beginning of the 
Commentary,* faith or even “ sola fides” is conceded the high 
place which it is afterwards to occupy in his system; the ex- 
pression “' sola fides" occurs there by pure accident. and does not, 
bear its later meaning ; it is only intended to elucidate a sentence 
which in itself is correct : “* iustitia Dei eat causa salutis.” By 
this is meant that “fides evangelii ” to which, as Luther says, 
Augustine ascribes justification, but which the latter, according 
to Luther's own admission, did not intend to take in the sense 
of the later Lutheran ‘* sola fides.” Above all, as already pointed 
out, faith, in the Commentery on Romans, lacks ita chicf 
characteristic and does not of itself elone produce an absolute 
assurance of the state of grace. It was only in 1018 that Luther 
arrived at his peculiar belief in justification by virtue of @ con- 
fident faith in Christ, (assurance of salvation).* 

In the Commentary on Romans Luther understands by faith, 
first the general subinission of the mind to Divino revelation, & 











1 Bicker refers to“ Schol. Rom.," p. 294, p. 108 ff, 111 seq. Lt 
167, 185, 187, 199, 244, 263, 297, 829'f, 

* Schol. Rom.,” p. 323. * Ibid. p. lxxvi, 
4 Tid, p. M4. 5 See below, chapter x. 
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faith which he here, as also later, in agreement with the Church’ 
teaching, accounts as the first preliminary for the state of grace. 
His opposition to works and self-righteousness frequently urges 
him to praiso the high value of the faith which comes from God, 
whilst his mysticism likewise makes him accentuate the im- 
portance of trust and blind submission.“ Credite, conficite” ho 
cries in his exposition of the Psalms—of which tho standpoint is 
still entirely that of the Church—also fervently recommending to 
his hearers the “ flducia gratie Dei”! All that can be complained 
of is that there, as in the Commentary on the Psalms, he seizes 
every occasion to speak in favour of the advantages which 
faith possesses over works. 

With regard to hia teaching on faith in the Commentary on 
Romans, Denifle complains of “ Luther's want of cleamess in 
Tespect of justifying faith,” of his exaggerations and indistin 
ness, of “his ‘absolute ignorance of wholesome theology. 

m in this doctrine of justification,” he says, * 

















under the works of the law, always unrighteous, always sinners 
“he never, even later, arrived at a correct or uniform idea of 
faith... . Luther's assertion of the bondage of the will (com- 
Plete passivity) renders faith in the process of justification, a 
mere monstrosity."3 

Here we are not as yet concemed with the qualities of faith in 
the Lutheran process of justification, but it must be pointed out, 
that the acceptance of complete passivity in justification is a 
necessary coroliary of the above ideas of " iumilitas.”" “ Whereas 
the Christian,” Donifle says, following the Catholic teaching, 
“moved and inspired by the geace of God repents of his sins, and, 
with @ trusting faith, turns to God and implores their pardon, 
‘Luther excludes from justification all acts whether inward or 
outward on the part of the sinner; for God could not come into 
our possession or be attained to without the suppression of every- 
thing that is positive. Our works must cease and we ourselves 
must remain passive in God’s hands.” In the Commentary on 
omens passivity in the work of justification is certainly insisted 
on. Luther does not take the trouble to reconcile this with tho 
activity which man is to exert in stecping himself in humility in 
order, by his prayers and supplications, to gain salvation.’ Ho 
says of passivity : ‘God cannot be posscssed or touched except 
by the negation of everything that is in us.""* “Then only are wo 

1 “ Werke,’ Weim. ed., 3, p. 651; 4, p. 2: 

4 Denitle, ® * 

4 Ibid... p. 9 testimonies 4 Tid, p. 599. 

§ Cp. above, p. 218, and “ Schel. Rom.) p. 105 ff: "(eanetibinslitiam 
4 Deo atewidion misevicordian ipaine inipleriint, 60 Tpad ednper quegue 
Tuati a Deo reprtant ur.” 
Schol. Ro 


















































remarkuble passage, which it o 
proof of his pxe “Gnmnis nostra eifirmatio bout 
euiuscungue oub nega dean Cabsconcita cat] ue fides loctun habeat 
an Dea, qui cat negativa cascntia [1] rt bonitua ct sapientia ct ivetitia nce 
potent ponaiddcré aut oteingt niat neyatis ormnibus afirmaticis nostris.” 
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capable of receiving God’s works and plans, when our planning 
and our works casa; when wo aro altogether passive with 
regard to God interiorly as well as exteriorly.” In the Com- 
mentary on Galatians, not long after, he calls Christion righteous 
ness 8 * passive righteousness,” because we “ there do nothing, 
and give God nothing.”* 


2 “Schol, Rom,” p, 208, Cp. Deniile, 1', p. 600, 

2 In Gal. 1, p. 14. We can understand that Protestant thec- 
logians should wish to find in Luther's Commentary on Romans the 
foundation of the later so-called ‘ Reformed Confession.” 0. Scheel, 
the first among them to troat in a detailed manner of the Com- 
mentary edited by Ficker ("Dio Entwicklung Luthers” (‘Schriften 
des Vereina fiir Reformationsgesch., No. 100”). p. 174 ft.). has brought 
together a number of prasages from thia work concerning the doctrine 
of justification, which do not quite sgree with the purely outward 
character of justification according to Luther, dwelt upon above, end 
which appoar to presuppose an inward renewal. In the Commentary 
‘assertions are not wanting which contradict the ideas we have pointed 
‘out as running through the work ; this is duo to the fact that the author 
repeuiedly reverte either to true Catholic views or to nominslistio 
idees, It is not surprising that contradictions should occur very 
frequently at the commencement of his career, end that they also do 
s0.at a later period is undeniable. (Cp. 0. Scheel’s samples of Luther's 
Bible-toaching in our volume iv., xxvii., Land 2.) 

Scheel himself says with reference to ths doctrine of justification in 
the Commentery : “ Luthor was unable to give to his new conception 
of Christianity any thorough dogmatic sequence (p. 182); “these 
staternents (on oi. iii,) are devoid of doctrinal clearness” (p. 183). 
According to him it cannot be said “that Luther has arrived at any 
clear presentment of his reforming ideas in his Commentary on Romans” 
(p, 180), In the teaching of the Cormmentary te Concupisoence Scheel 

. it is true, to find * that deeply religious and moral conception of 
fe reformed Chestianity which ia peculiar to Luther” (p. 188), but, 
novortheless, remarks that Luther haa not found ‘a quite uniform 
definition” for “the meaning which he connects with Concupiscenee. 
Even the suppression of the guilt and the non-impating of original si 
might, in view of Luther's now religious and voluntarist views, be 
regnrdod as insufficiont ; for insufficient importance attributed to’ the 
connection between sin and guilt leads finally te an impersonal estimate 
of sin” (pp. 188, 189). Ho stopped short at a definition "in which wo 
miso the soverely voluntarist connection between sin and guilt " (p. 190). 
‘The author thorofore speaks of Luther's view of sin as " insufficiont 
(p. 191). 

With regard to grace, he continues : “Luther's statements as to 
grace are also not altogether without ambiguity ” (idid.), “he employs 
the customary designations for the action of grece, without reflecting 
that they donot correspond with his ethical and psychological views 
of grace” (p. 192), ‘* Man's passivity in the process of salvation which 
he vindicates, and which, according to the Reformed Confession, was 
surely to be taken religiously, being only intended to deny the existence 
of any claim to merit, he defends so ponderously that all the psyeho- 
logical spontancity of his voluntariam disappears and Quistist mysticism: 
has to supply him with the colours necessary for depicting the appro- 
priation of grace” (ibid.). 

‘Concerning the question of assurance of salvation in the Comment 
‘on Romans, Scheel, indeed, admits thet ‘Luther had not yet arrive 
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8. Subjectiviem and Church Authority. Storm and Stress 


Subjectivism plays an important part in the exposition 
of the Epistle to the Romans. 

It makes itself felt not merely in Luther’s treatment of 
the Doctors and the prevalent theological opinions, but also 
in his ideas concerning the Church and her authority. We 
cannot fail to see that the Church is beginning to take the 
second place in his mind. Notwithstanding the numerous 
long-decided controversial questions raised in the Com- 
mentary, there is hardly any mention of the teaching office 
of the Church, and the reader is not made aware that with 
regard to these questions there existed in the Church a fixed 
body of faith, established cither by actual definition or by 
generally accepted theological opinion, The doctrine of 
absolute predestination to hell, for instance, had long before 
been authoritatively repudiated in the decisions against 
Gottschalk, but is nevertheless treated by Luther as an 
‘open question, or rather as though it had been decided in 
the affirmative, thus making of God a cruel avenger of 
involuntary guilt. 

‘The impetuous author, following his mistaken tendency 
to independence, disdains to be guided by the heritage of 
ecclesiastical and theological truth, as the Catholic professor 
is wont to be in his researches in theology and in his ex- 
planations of Holy Scripture, Luther, though by no means 
devoid of faith in the Church, and in the existence in her of 
the living Spirit of Cod, lacks that ecclesiastical feeling which 
inspired so many of his contemporaries in their spcculations, 
both theological and philosophical ; we need only recall 
his own professor, Johann Paltz, and Gabriel Biel to whom 
he owed so much. Impelled by his subjectivism, and careless 





at any definite certainty of salvation ” (p. 195), and that his statementa 
aro not, ‘in toueh with the saving faith of the Reformation ” (shid.); he 
finds, however, in the fear which Luther demands, “an element for 
overcoming the uncertainty with regard to salvation” (p. 198), 
indeed, he even thinks (p. 199) that “he had practically arrived at a 
certainty of salvation.” So much may be admitted, that. tho ineom- 

lotences of the system contained in tho Commentary lod Luther at a 

itor period to add. to his numerous other errors, that of absolute 
certainty of salvation by ‘faith alone.” With this our position is 
made clear with regard to Holl's article" Heilsgowissheit im Romer- 
tbriefkommentar,” in the * Zeitsehr. f. Theol. und Kirehe,” 20, 1910, 
Pp. 246 ff, where the doctrine of assurance is dated as far back ax 1516 
(p. 280). 
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of the teaching of preecding ages, he usually flics straight 
to his own “ profounder theology ” for new solutions. Here 
the habits engendered by the then customary debates in 
the schools exercise a detrimental effect on him, He is 
heedless of the fact that his hasty and bold assertions may 
undermine the foundations which form the learned support 
to the Chureh’s dogmas. Important and assured truths 
become to him, according to this superficial method, mere 
“scap bubbles” which his breath can burst, * chimeras 
of fancy” which will melt away in the mist. This is the 
case, for instance, with the traditional doctrines of saving 
grace, of the distinction between original and ectual sin, 
and of meritorious good works. Whoever docs not agree 
with his terrible doctrine of predestination is simply reckoned 
among the subtle theologians, who arc desirous of saving 
everything with their vain distinctions, We cannot, of 
course, measure Luther by the standard of the Tridentine 
decrees, which embodicd these and other questions in 
distinct formularies of which the Chureh in his time had 
not yct the advantage. Yet the principal points which 
Luther began to agitate at: this time were, if not. already 
actual dogmas, yet sulficiently expressed in the body of 
the Church’s teaching and illuminated by ccclesiastical 
theology, 

That he still adheres in the Commentary to the principle of 
the hicrarchy ia apparent from tho fact that ho declares ita 
office to be sublime, and loudly bewails the fact that so many 
unworthy individuals had forced themselves at that time into 
its ranks; he says in his curious language: “It is horrifying 
and the greatest of ell perils thet there can be in this world or 
the next ; it is simply the one biggest denger of all.” In the 
hierarchy, he says, God condescended to our weaknoss by choos- 
ing to speak to us and come to our assistance through the medium 
of men, and not directly, in His unapproachable and terrible 
majesty.? 

‘Ho also recognises the various grades of the hierarchy, priestly 


2 Schol, Rom” p. 209 f.: 
“ Hee tantum vacua vera a 
































“ Nostri theologi velut acutulé,” et 
ete, Ew ridicule additio av dic 














ote," Torquent inteldigentiam, ‘Thus he arrives ot his 
mutabilia pradiminalic.” “ Provcipit Deum at irretiantur reprobi, ut 
onicadat tram auam.” with the pains of hell which they are absolutely 





pencerloss to escape (p. 213) See also abowe. p. 180 A. 
F Tbid.. p. 6. Apninst the “mereenaris.” Tn Fickor’a text it 
roads: “qualium hedie in ecclesia sles ext mumerus.” In place of 
“qolua™ road “tent "or some other such werd, 
3 Mia, 
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and episcopal Orders. “The Church is general hospital for 
healing those who are spiritually sick”; the rules which she 
gives to the clergy, the recital of the Divine Office for instance, 
must be obediently carried out." Sho has @ right to tomporal 
possessions, only “at the present day almost all declare these 
to be spiritual things; they, the clergy, are masters in this 
‘spiritual’ domain and are more careful about it than about 
their real apiritualities, or about their uso of thunderbolta 
[excommunications] in tho sentences pronounced by the Chureh.”# 

‘According to him, the prelates and the Church have a perfect 
right to condemn false teachers however much the latter may 
“utter their foolish cry of ‘we have the truth, we believe, we 
hear, we call upon God." “Just as though they must be of 
God because they seem ta themselves to be of God. No, we have 
an authority which has been implanted in the Church, and the 
Romen Church has this authority in hor hands. Therefore the 
preachers of the Church, unless they fall into error, p each with 
‘assurance [on account of their commission}. But fale teachers 
are pleased with their own words, because they are according to 
their own ideas, ‘They appear to demand the greatest pioty, but 
are themselves governed by their own opinion, and thoir self- 
will.'* “* Whoever declares that he is sent by God must either 
give proof of hia mission by wonders and heavenly testimony, 
‘as the Apostles did, or he must be recognised and commissioned by 
‘an authority confirmed by Heaven. In the latter case, he must 
stand and teach in humble subjection to such authority, ever 
ready to submit to its judgment; he must speak what he is 
commissioned to speak and not what his own taste leads him to 

















invent... . Anathoma is the weapon,” he exclaims—un- 
conscious of his own future— which lays low the hereties.""* 
1 “Schol. Hom.” p. HL. 1 Ibid., p. 290. Cp. p. 317. 





2 Thid., p. 204 £. « Tid’, p. 248 f. 

5 Thid. OF the true preacher ho sya: Sub humili aubieotione 
tiuadem. auctoritatis pradicet, semper stare indieio illius parahu ae, 
que mandata ei sunt, logui, non quer placita sunt sibi ae ineenta.” ‘The 
Punishmont threatened by Zach. xiii. 3 against falso prophets 
(“eonfyent eur"), va to bo applind to those, who tench subvoraive 
doctrines on their own authority, being tho anathema of their ecclesia: 
tical superiom. Hoc est telum forlissimum, quo perculiuntur heretics, 
quia sine teatimonio Dei vel authoritas a Deo confirmate, 
motu, specie pictatie erecti, proedicant, ut Fer. xxiii, (v.21): [pe 
ch ego non mittcbamn con, "Bt tamen audent dicere : Nos salvabimur . . . 














noe credimue . .. prodicamee. Sed hoc dicere non posunt: ‘Nos 
predicenus, quia misei sumus. Hic, hic tacent! Et hic ext tota via et 
talua, sine qua cera falaa aunt, licet an falea sins non coyitent.” ‘The 





Church preaches an authentic gospel, which, according to Romans i. 2, 
Was introduced into the world with solemn sanction and according to 
prophecy. But the gospel of the hortic? “ Monatret, wot ei ante 
promianum ef a quo,” Where is its attestation 2" Sed horum illé nihil 
olliciti atulte dicunt ; Nos veritatem habomus, « . . Quasi hoc satia eit 
cx Deo esac, quia ipais ita ex Deo videatur ease, . . » Sic ergo aruhoritas 
tcederier inutitula, ut nunc adhuc Rornana tenet ecctesia,” ‘The heretics, 
it is tru, assert that they are in possession of the really wholesome 
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Whenever he gets the chance he magnifies the corruption 
of the Church so much that his expressions might lead one 
to suppose that the saving institution founded by Christ 
was either completely decayed and fallen away or was at 
Teast on the road to forsaking its vocation as teacher and 
as the guardian of morals. His complaints may, it is true, 
be in part accounted for by the impcetuosity which carries 
him away and by his rhetorical turn, He probably did 
not at that time really think that a healthy reformation 
from within was absolutely impossible. Still, had anyone 
attempted to carry out his immature and excessive demands 
for reform, they would hardly have achieved much in the 
way of a real regencration. His ideas of a radical change 
were deeply ingrained in his mind ; this we naturally gather 
from his bringing them forward so frequently and under 
such varied forms, In his mystical moods he secs the errors 
and abuscs opposed to the “ Word ” swollen into a veritable 
“deluge”; his professorial chair is only just above the 
waves, Hence he will ery out as loudly as he can, In his 
voice we can, however, detect a false note, and his ex- 
aggerations and all his stormings do not avail to inspire 
us with confidence. He is too full of his own subjectivity, 
too impetuous and passionate to be a reformer, though his 
other gifts might have fitted him for the office, His very 
sensitiveness to neglect of duty in others, had it been puri- 
fied and disciplincd, aided by his cloquence, might have 
Leen able to inaugurate a movement of reform. In many 
of his sayings he comes nigh the position of a Catholic 
reformer, and even, at times, makes exaggcrated demands 
on obedience and the need of feeling with the Church.t 

We may add the following to the complaints above 
mentioned, as occurring in the Commentary on Romans 
with regard to the state of the Church. 








Volunt antem summam pidatem, 1 aibi videtur” But the 
‘doce not rest here with mar'a awn feclings ; on tho contrary, 
tho Word of God frequently overthrows man's own opinion :_'' now 
init stare acnsum nosirum, etiam in iia quee ment (ie. videnter] aanc- 
tivsima, ard drairuit ac cradicat ac diasipat omnia.” ‘How powerfully 
and thoughtfully is he ablo te handle an argument when he hes right 
on his side Could anyone condemn more strongly bis own later 
autitude ? 














for instance, he exnggerntes in his mystical enthusiasm the 
of authority, see below, p. 202. 
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“'Tha Pope and the chief pastors of the Church,” so runs 
Luther's goneral and bitter charge, “have become corrupt and 
their works aro deserving of malediction ; they etend forth at 
the present day as seducers of the Christian people” ¢“ seducti et 
aedueentes populum Christi a vera cultura Dei”).t Ho waxes 
eloquent not only against their too frequent granting of in- 
dulgences—from which in their avarice they derived worldly 
profit for the Church—but also egainst their luxurious lives 
which fill the whole world with the vices of Sodom, and others 
too; under their wicked stewardship the faithful throughout tho 
Chureh. have altogether forgotten what good works, faith and 
humility are, and make their eternal salvation depend upon 
external observances and foolish legends. Even those who have 
more insight and are better men, are all self-righteous and moro 
like idolaters than Christians. 

The Apostle Paul, he says, expounds in the Epistle to tho 
Romans, the command of loving our neighbour (xii, 6 seq.), but 
this followed by the Church ? Instead of fulfilling it“ wo busy 
ourselves with trivielities, build churches, increase the possessions 
of the Church, heap money together, multiply the ornaments and 
vessels of silver and gold in the churches, erect organs and other 
pomps which please the eye, We make piety to consist in this. 
But where is tho man who sets himself to carry out the Apostlo’s 
exhortations, not to apeak of the great prevailing vices of pride, 
arrogance, avarice, immorality and ambition.''? Not long aftr 
this outburst, speaking in a milder strain, ho says: “ We exalt 
ourselves 80 8 to instruct the whole world, and hardly under- 
stand ourselves what we are teaching.” “ People without train- 
ig or knowledge of the world, sent by their bishops and religious 
superiors, undertake to instruct. men, but really only add to the 
number of chatterers and windbags."’? 

On snother occasion he declares, people think bustle in the 
church, loud organ playing and pompous solemnities at Mass 
are all that is needed ; for such things collections are made, 
whereas alms-giving for tho reliof of our noighbour is not ac- 
counted anything. Nothing is thought of awearing, lying or 
backbiting, even on Feast Days, but if anyone eata flesh-meat or 
eggs on a Friday, he gives great seandal, so unreasonable are 
al poor nowadays (“adeo nunc omnes desipiunt”), What is 

ied to-day in to do away with the Fast Days and to abrogate 
many of the Festivals the whole Christian Code ought to be 
purified and changed, the solemnitios, coremonice, devotions 
ind the adorning of the churches reduced. But all this is on tho 
increase daily, 50 that faith and charity are stifled, and avarice, 
arrogance and worldliness grow apace. What is worse, the faith- 
ful hope to find in this their eternal salvation and do not trouble 
about the inner man. 

‘Tho lawyers, he says, speaking in mystical vein, act quite 
wrongly when, as soon as they seo that anyono has the law on his 


1 Sehol. Rom," p. 248. * Tbid., p. 975 £ 
4 Ibid, p. 278 4“ Tid, p. 317. 
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side, they encourage him to aasert his rights (‘* qu 
secundum iura iustum sciunt, prosequendum suadent 
the contrary, every Christian should rejoice in suffering injustice, 
even in mattors of the groatect moment (‘ quoad mazimas iustitias 
nostyas’).... But almost the whole world runs after the 
contrary error [i.e. sternly asserta ite rights). Cardinals, bishops, 
princes act like the Jews did to the King of Babylon (2 Kings xxiv. 
20; xxv. 1/ff.); they cling to their petty privileges, lose sight of 
morality and so perish.” Someone should have told Duke 
Gcorge (of Saxony) whon he fought against the Duke of Fri 
“ Your own and your people's deserts are not so great that you 
should not rather have patiently allowed yourself to be chaatised 
by that rebel, who, though unrighteous, was the executor of God's 
righteous judgment. Calm yourself therefore and acknowledge 
the Will of God.” 

Ho says something similar to his own bishop, Hicronymus 
Schulz (Scultetus) of Brandenburg,* end to another bishop, 
probably Wilhelm von Honstein, Bishop of Strasburg. The 
Jatter had put in force the ecclesiastical statutes against the 
infringers of the sanctity of the church. Luther says: “ Why 
trouble @ town with this wretched matter? It is merely o 
question of human regulations ; but if the bishop desired to 
enforce God's laws, he would not need to leave his own house; he 
ia not indeed acting wrongly, but he is swallowing a camel and 
straining at gnats (Matt. xxiii, 24)... . But the bishops thirst 
for vengeance, they brand the criminals and themselves deserve 
to be worse branded. Would to God that the time may 
come when rights and privileges end all who worship them are 
consigned to perdition! Ambition and unbelief should not be 
allowed to triumph over those condemned for transgressing the 
atatutes.!"* 

“T aay this with pain, but I am obliged to because I have 
‘an Apostolic commission to teach. My duty is to point out to 
all the wrong they are committing, even to those in high places.”* 

In accordance with this, the young Professor loudly blames 
Pope Julius I. In his quarrel with the Ropublie of Venice 
“ this advice should have heen given him : ‘ Holy Father, Venice 
ia doing you @ wrong, but tho Roman Church deserves it on 
account of her faults, yea, she deserves even worse. Therefore 
do nothing, such is the Will of God.’ But the Pope replied : ‘No, 
no, let us vindicate our rights by force.”’”" ‘Ho chastised them 
[the Venetians] with great bloodshed because they had sinned 
grievously and seized upon the possessions of the Church ; he 
brought them back to the Church and so gained great merit. 
But the horrible corruption of the Papal Curis end the mountain 
of the most terrible immorality, pomp, avarice, ambition and 
sacrilege is accounted no si 

On another occasion, after a no lesa forcible outburst against 
Rome, he demands tho abolition of ‘‘faleo pioty": This so-called 

1“ Schol. Rom.,” p. 271 f. * Ibid., p. * Ibid.. p. 300 f. 

« Bid., p. 301. § Dbid., p. 272. 
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picty must no longer be permitted, as though it wero morely a 
woskness ; but in Rome thoy do not trouble about doing oway 
with it, there is thore nothing but tho freodom of the flosh ; 
“almost all aro wanting in charity.” “I fear that in those days 
we are all on the road ta utter destruction.”"* 


‘We must listen, he says—alluding to the formalism which 
he thinks is apparent everywhere—to the “ inward word,” 
which often speaks to us quite differently from the injune- 
tions to which we are accustomed. “ The wisdom of fools 
always looks more to the work than to the word; it thinks 
itself able to gauge the meaning and value of the word from 
the value or worthlessness of the deeds”; what we should 
do is the contrary; the precious, inestimable word must 
always resound in our hearts and direct all our outward 
actions.* The “ spirit of the believer is subject to no one,” 
‘the spirit is free as regards all things”; “all exterior 
things arc free to those who are in the spirit.” The bondage 
[of charity] is the highest liberty.” * 

Such words form a quite obvious preliminary to the 
“ Evangelical freedom ” which he was afterwards to vindi- 
cate. He thus’gives a much wider application to the ideas 
he had met with in Tauler than was in the mind of that 
pious mystic. Tauler writes: “I tell you that you must 
not submit your inncr man to anyone, but to God only. 
But your exterior man you must submit in a true and real 
humility to God and to all ercatures.”* Luther says 
what on the surface scems quite similar: the Christian is 
free and master of all things and is subject to no one (by 
faith), and yet at the same time a willing servant of all and 











4“ Schol. Rom.," p, 320. It eannot be proved that such gloomy fore- 
bodings were duo to the influence of the apocelyptic literature thon 80 
widely disseminated in print. (Seo Fieker, p.xeis.) ‘The verdict which 
hho passes: on the Charch of that day is, however, ax severe and compre- 
honsive as “ the sharpest eriticiams of tho Reformed theology, or of the 
apocalyptic literature” (ibid, p. xcvii.); the verdict is really a 
consequence of his “* new conception of a personal religion” (p. xei.)- 
‘On the strength of this Kicker thinks he may go se far as to sayz“ 
at hitharto, he hed confronted the tasahing euthoritie with the 
Scripturo rightly understood and opened up tho religion of the goopel 
to the individual, bringing it home to cach one us a moral forco, 80 now 
under the pressuro of tho Scripturo and of outward cvents, ho scte up 
the new standard of Christian life... thus reelising in practico tho 
religion he had discovered ” (pp. xci., xevi.). 

F Ibid p. 242. 

* Toidn pp. 298, 302, 303. 

4 Cp. Broun, “‘ Concupisconz,”* p. 285, 
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subject to all (by eharity).! Yet, both in the Commentary 
on Romans and in the works which were soon to follow, 
“ the willing servant” is more and more ousted by false 
ideas of independence, so that a danger arises of only the 
“free master of all things” remaining. In the Commentary 
on Romans all exterior submission to the Church is, in 
principle, menaced by a liberty which, appealing to the 
inward experience of the Word and a deeper conception of 
religion, secks to overstep all barriers. 

The confused ideas for which he was beholden to his 
pseudo-mysticism were in great part the cause of this and 
of other errors. 





9. The Mystic in the Commentary on Romans 


Since the appearance in print of Luther's Commentary on 
Romans it has been possible to perceive more clearly the 
ominous power which false mysticism had gained over the 
young author. 

‘His misapprehension of some of the principal elements 
of Tauler’s sermons and of the “‘ Theologia Deutsch” stands 
out in sharp relief in these lectures on the Pauline Epistle, 
and we sce more plainly how the obscure ideas he finds in 
‘the mystics at onec amalgamate with his own, The con- 
neetion between the pseudo-mysticism which he has built 
up on the basis of true mysticism, and the method of theology 
which he is already pursuing, appears here so great, and he 
follows so closcly the rather clastic figures and thoughts 
provided by the mystical science of the soul, that we are 
almost tempted, after reading his exposition of the Epistle 
to the Romans, to ask whether all his intellectual mistakes 
were not an outcome of his mysticism. The fact is, however, 
that he began his study of mysticism only after having 
commenced formulating the principles of his new world 
of thought. It was only after the ferment had gone on 
working for a considerable time that he chanced upon certain 
mystic works. Yet, strange to say, the mysticism with 
which he then became acquainted was not that German 
variety which had alrcady been infected with the errors 
of Master Eckhart, but the sounder mysticism which had 
avoided the pitfalls. It is a tragie coincidence that mysti- 








1 “Werke,” Weim. ed. 7, p. 49. De libertate christiana, 
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cism, the most delicate blossom of the theology of the Middle 
Ages and of true Catholicism, should have served to confirm 
him in so many errors. True mysticism has in all ages been 
@ protest against all moral cowardice and incrtia, against 
tepidity and sclf-complacent mediocrity; false mysticism, 
on the other hand, dcbascs itself to Quictism and cven to 
Antinomianism ; the world has lived to sce pscudo-mysti- 
cism deny evil the better to permit it. Even truemysticism 
is constantly open to the danger not only of conscious and 
intentional exaggeration of its theses, but of unintentional 
misapprehension. 

Misapprchension is a misfortune to which mysticism was 
ever exposed, owing mainly to the inadcquacy of human 
language to express the mystic’s thoughts,? whereas Schol- 
asticism, thanks to its clear-cut terminology, has been 
spared such a fate, and for the same reason has never been 
in favour with confused and cloudy minds. Tauler had 
originally been trained in the Scholasticism of St. Thomas 
of Aquin, and in the teaching of the Frankfort author of 
the “Theologia Deutsch” the true principles of the old 
school still shine out. This, however, did not save these 
writcrs from having formerly been considered, by Protestants, 
precursors of Luther's doctrines. Denifle, by his studies 
on these and the later mystics, threw such valuable light 
on the subject that the Protestant theologian Wilhelm 
Braun, in the work he recently devoted to tracing the 
development of Luther, says : “it is wrong for Protestants 
to claim mysticism as a pre-Reformation reforming move- 
ment; this Denifle has proved in his epoch-making re- 
searches.””* 











False Passivity 

As regards the important new data furnished by the 
Commentary on Romans on Luther's mysticism, the editor 
himsclf admits in the preface that “ the idcal of resignation 
[preached by the Catholie mysties] was raised by Luther 
to an unconditional passivity and to a real system of 
Quictism, which he completely identificd with the theme of 
the Epistle to the Romans and with the piety of St. Augustine. 
In this he found the bond of union combining all his ex. 


1 p. J, Zahn,“ Binfahrung in dio chriatl. Mystik,’ p. 102, 
3 Ibid. p. 271 
* Breua, * Concupiscone,” p. B01, 2. 2 
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periences. Mysticism it is which lends its deep and fiery 
huc to his thoughts; where Luther is describing the most 
intimate processes and gives their highest expression to the 
thoughts which inspire him, it is mysticism whieh is speaking 
through him . . . the complete and unconditional surrender 
of man to God.” 


Luthor gives in a peculiar fachion his roasons for taking such 
® standpoint : “The Nature of God demands that He should 
first destroy and annihilate everything there is in us before He 
imparts His gifts. For it is written: *The Lord maketh poor 
and maketh rich, He bringeth down to hell and bringoth beck 
again.’ By this’ most gracious plan Ho rendera us fit for the 
recoption of His gifts and His works. We are then receptive 
to His works and plans when our own plans and our own works 
have ccused, and we Lecome quite passive towards God (* quando 
nostra consilia: cessant ed opera quiescunt et efficimur pure passivt 
respectu Dei") both as regards exterior and interior activity. 
+ Then the ‘utterable sighs’ commence, then ‘the Spirit 
comes and helps our infirmity.’ "* It is in tho description of 
this “suffering and beering of God” that he expressly quotes 
fauler as the teacher of the higher form of prayer, adding : 
Yes, yes, ‘wo know not how wo should pray,’ therefore the 
Spirit is necessary to assist us in our weakness.” As & woman 
remaina passive in conception, so we must remain passive to 
the first grace and eternal salvation. For our soul ia Christ's 
bride, Before grace, it is true, we pray and implore, but when 
grace comes and the soul is to be impregnated by the Spirit, then 
it must neither pray nor act, but only endure. ‘To the soul this 
seems hard and it is downeast, for that the soul should be without 
act of the understanding and the will, that is much like sinking 
into darkness, destraction and annihilation (‘in perditionem et 
annikilationem’); from this prospect she shrinks back in horror, 
she often deprives herself of the most precious 























Tt was just on this point that Luther most completely mis- 
apprehended Tauler. It is true that this medieval mystic speaks 
strongly against eny too great eatecm of human activity, and 
that he also recommends the spiritual man, in certain circum- 
stances, to ‘refuse all exterior works the better to devote himself 
with the necessary submission and in entire peace” to interior 
communication with his Maker and Highest Good, and, as he 
says, “to suffer God." But he does not thereby recommend 
man to long after a stato without thought or will, or after mere 
nothingness—in order to magnify God and His powers alone ; 
according to Tauler, grace does hot work in the soul “ without 
the co-operation of the understanding and the will.” 


2 P Ixvxii, 2 Scho. Rom.,” p. 203, 
2 Thid., pp. 205, 200, 
* Cp. Bruun, “'Concupisceng,” p, 281, 286, 




















MANKIND UTTERLY CORRUPT [#] 


The Quenching of the “ Good Spark in the Sout” 


Luther in the above recommendation to passivity falsely 
assumes that the soul is entirely corrupted by original sin 
and only offends God with its acts. This also appears clearly 
in the Commentary on Romans. Protestants themselves 
now admit that Luther deviated from the standpoint of the 
orthodox mystics, particularly from that of Taulcr, and 
that “ in the view of the mysties of the Middle Ages there 
is no doubt that the natural good in man outweighs the 
natural evil. The central point in which all the lines of 
mystic theology converge is this indestructible goodness,”” 
So speaks a Protestant theologian. 


In Gerson, the mystie whom Luther had studied in his early 
days at Erfurt, ho must havo mot with the beautiful teaching, 
‘that the soul had received from God a natural tondency towards 
what is good, that this is “the virginal portion of the soul,’’ 
which is the “source and seat of mystical theology.”* Tauler 
is fond of treating of this “ noble spark of fire in the soul,” of 
“this interior nobility which lies hidden in the depths."3 "The 
Scholastics, too, unanimously teach this disposition to good 
‘which remains after original sin. 

Luther, when opposing the good tendency, attacks only the 
Scholastics, not the mystics ; he declares that all the errors on 
grace and nature whieh he has to withstand entered through the 
hole which the Scholastics made with their “ syntheroais."¢ 
One thing is cortain, viz. that ho was wrong in foisting his view 
‘of the absolute corruption of the human raco on the mystics ; 
“he could not,” the Protestant theologian above referred to 
admits, “quite truthfully invoke the support of the mystics for 
his assertions.”"* The doctrines which Tauler advances in the 
very context in which his blame of the self-righteous occurs, 
via. that thoro ia no righteousness without personal acts, thet 
‘even the sinner can do what is good, that he, more especially, 
must prepare himself for the grace of justification, pass unheeded 
in Luther's exposition of the Epistle to the Romans. “* Luther 
‘overlooked this series [of testimonies given by Tauler]: only 
the atatoments regarding the righteona by works made any im- 
pression on him; his polemics are directed against those who 
serve two masters, who wish to please God and the world and 
to do great things for God’s sake ; these are the people who are 
at heart satisfied with themselves.”* 


2 Broun, p. 286. + Ibid, p. 207. ® Ibid. 

“On the syntheresis, see above, p. 75. When Luther, on the 
strength of Romans ii.. nevertheless, recognises “ that natural religion 
exerts the force of conscience in the heatta of tha heathen.” ho ia 
‘contradicting himsolf without being aware of it. (Braun, p. 300.) 

* Braun, p. 206. © Tbid., p. 284. 
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Tauler repeatedly uses the word “spirit” for man’s native 
good tendency and activity. This expression Luther simply 
takes to moan the Divino Spirit, which must. ba infused into man 
onaccount of his natural helplessness. The theologian mentioned 
above here also admits: ‘Much that Tauler intended to refer 
to the human syntheresis, or the crested spirit, Luther has 
ascribed to the uncreated Divine Spirit, who imparts grace and 
faith ’’;1 on the other hand we may allow with the same author 
that Luthor was probably mislad by tho “hermaphrodism of 
Tauler's teaching, according to which the spirit longs for a 
metamorphosis"; ‘Tauler's lively description of the super- 
natural being and life of the soul sometimes throws into the 
background the independence of its ection in the nature 
though the outcome is not really an‘ hermaphrodite 
strict sense of the word. It is also truo that “ Luther overlooked 
the other side, namely, tho Divine immanence which all those 
mystics teach with equal distinctness,* or at least he did not 
make sufficiont account of it. 











Selfishness and the “Theology of the Cross” 


Another important point on which Luther deviated from 
true mysticism has now been brought to light by the Com- 
mentary on Romans, According to the Strasburg mystic, 
and according to all good mystics generally, selfishness must 
be looked on as the greatest interior enemy of man. It is a 
Jeaven which readily infects the actions, even of the best, 
and therefore must be expelled by struggling against it and 
by prayer. 

Selfishness, says the ‘* Theologia Deutsch,” “ makes the crea- 
ture turn away from the unchangeable good to that which is 
changeable.” Even in tho case of the devil, it tella us, the reason 
of his fell was “his 1 and my, his mine and mo”; he fancicd 
he was something, that something belonged to him and that he 
had a right to something.* 

In the Commentary on Romans Luther elso speaks in im- 
pressive words against selfishness and its malice. He makes 





2 Braun, p. 301. 3 Cp. tidy pp. 287, 288, 
stance, * 2 pe 136 2" Natura nooira vitio 
tam profunda cat in acipecim incurva, ué non eolum optirna 
injleceat . , . verun ctiam hoe ipeun ignaret. . «Hoc 
vitium propriiasime nomine Scriptura Aon, id ext iniquitatcm, pravita- 
tera, curvitatem appritut. ... Talia curcitaa eat necesaario inimica 
erucia, cum crux murtificet omnia nostra, ilta autem se et ana vivificee.” 
Therefore it is necossery (and here he comes to his personal ideas 
against tho self-righteous) to reach & point where, “tustitia et aapientia 
‘omnia devoratur et abaorbetur. .... Uharitar Dei extingnit. fruationem 
propria inslitiee, quia non nisi eolun et pram Deuan difiyit, non dona 
{pad Dei, aicut hipoerder ixatitiarti.” ” What Luther says of pure love,” 
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use of every note at his command in order to warn us against 
this serpent. In theso passages we might fancy we lear tho 
voices of the mystic leaders of the faithful in the Middle Ages, 
even of a Bernard of Clairvaux. Nor is practical advice wanting ; 
we are exhorted to eamest, humble prayer, to 8 watchful re- 
sistance—to be strengthened by practice—against the desires 
of self-love, even in small things, to mortify and to tame our 
flesh, We must go out of oursolves oven in spiritual matters ; 
everything, he says, depends in the spiritual life on self-abnega- 
tion: ‘‘ God’s rightoousness fills those only who scok to empty 
themsolves of their own righteousness, He fills the hungry and 
the thiraty . . . let us then tell God, so he says with all the 
enthusisem his idea of grace gives him : ‘how glad ere we to be 
‘empty, that Thou mayest be our fulness ; how glad to bo weak 
thet Thy strength may dvell within us; how glad to be sinners, 
thet Thou mayest bo justified in us ; how giad to bo fools, that 
‘Thou mayest be our wisdorn ; how glad to be unrighteous, that 
‘Thou mayest be our righteousness." Suffering sent by God, 
20 the author frequently ropeata almost in Taulor’a words, is to 
bo accepied as a remedy against the disease of seli-love not only 
with patience, but with joy. Pain, particularly inward pain, 
should be honoured like the cross of Christ (‘*trabulatio velut 
cruz Christi adoranda") ;* wo must bear it bravely like truo 
children of God and not take to flight like the servant, or the 
hireling.* 





In connection with sclfishness Luther exposes his so- 
called “ theologia crucis,” which, with the adjuncts he gives 
it, is quite in keeping with his ideas, He was also to advocate 
the theology of the cross in his disputations, endeavouring 
to show that it alone teaches us how to make a right use of 
earthly things. 








“He is not a Christian, but a Turk, and an enemy of Christ, 
who docs not dosire afilictions.” “Our thoologisns and popes 
are in fact enemies of the cross of Cluist . . . for no one hates 
pain and trouble moro than the popes and the lawyers (i.e. those 
‘who insist upon laws and observances), No one is more greedy 
than they for riches, comfort, idlenese, honour and pomp.” 
“They honour the relica of the Holy Cross and yot abhor and 
fly from what they dislike.” We consider Christ our helpor 








Deniflo remarks (Denifle, 14, p. 484), “rests merely on his misconcop- 
ition of Tauler.” He points out that, in his Commentary on Roman 
‘owing to his false idea of self-love ho went so far as to “ explain 
command ‘love thy neighbour as thyself? in quite a different senso 
from that hitherto taught by the Church, for ourselves we may only 
hate. . . . According to him, this command means : hate thyself that 
thou mayest love thy neighbour alone." (" Oblitus tui, solum prozimum 
diligas.”) 
1'Sehol. Rom.” p. 59. # Jbid., p. 133. Ibid, p. 139. 
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and our support in timo of trouble, but whoever does not suffer 
gladly, cheats Him of these titles ; to such a one God even is no 
longer the Creator because ho will not return to the nothingness 
from which God croated all. Whoover will not suffer God in 
weakness, foolishness and punishment, for him God is not power- 
ful, not wise, not merciful,”* “The cross puts to death every- 
thing that is in us. Nature, it is true, desires to make itself and 
everything alive, but God in His love takes care, by the infliction 
of crosses and suffering, that even spiritual gifts shall not taste 
too swoot to tho rightcous ; he must not throw himself upon 
them in @ natural, godless impetuosity in order wo enjoy them, 
even though they be attractive and tempt him to savour them 
. . » he may not even love God on account of His grace and His 
gifts, but only for His own sake, otherwise this would be a 
forbidden [!] indulgence iin the grace received, and he would 
insult the Father even moro then he did before [i.o. whon as yot 
unrighteous !], In the Commentary on Romans Luther refuses to 
recognise any love save that which springs from the most perfect 
motive. Ho stigmatises the love which arises from the joy in 
the benefits bestowed by a gracious Ciod,—and which the orthodox 
mystics allowed,—as presumption, and as an enjoyment of the 
creature rather than of the Creator, and gocs so far as to say 
that if @ man were to remain in this love ‘he would be lost 
eternally.”* 

‘To these asvortions wa may add tho following thesrs, defondod 
under Luther's auspices in 1518, which oxplain the now “ theologia 
‘er is not destroyed (‘ destructus’) and brought 
back by the cross and suffering to tho stato of nothingness, 
attributes to himself works and wisdom, but not to his God, 
nd so he abuses and dishonours the gifts of God. But whoever 
is annihilated by sufforing (* exinanitus') ceases to. do anything, 
knowing that God is working in him and doing all. Therofore, 
whether he himself docs anything or not, he remains the same, 
and neither vaunts hiniself fur doing something nor is ashamed 
of doing nothing, because God works in him. For himself, this 
he knows, it is enough that he should suffer and be destroyed by 
the cross, so that he may advance moro and more towards 
annihilation. ‘This is what Christ teaches in John iii, 3: ‘Yo 
must be born again.’ If we are to be born again, wo must first 
dio and be raised with the Son of God [on the cross] ; I say die, 
i.e. taste death as though it were prosent."? “We may not fly 
from human wisdom and tho law, but whoover is without the 
theology of the cross ix making the worst uso of the best things. 
The tru theologian is not he who understands the ‘invisible 
things of God by the things that are made,’ but he who by 
suflering and the cross recognises in God the visible and the 
obscure.’"* 


2 “8chcl.Rom.,"p. 133 Ibid.,p-137. Cp, above, p, 234, n. dend. 

2 Heidelberg Disputation, on thesis 24, * Werke,” Weim, edu 1, 
- 303,“ Opp, Lat, vary.” Ly p, 40]. 

* Ibid., thoaes 19, 20, 
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The Night of the Soul and Resignation to Hell 


‘The better to fight against sclfishness Tauler had proposed 
that everyone should look upon himself and his own works 
as evil, imitating a certain holy brother who used to say: 
“ Know that I am the basest of sinners.”* In this innocent 
recommendation nothing is implied of the complete corrup- 
tion of nature, of a desire for hell, or of resignation to cternal 
separation from God. It was only as an exercise in humility 
and penitent love that Taulcr and the other mystics wished 
the devout man to cultivate the habit of looking on himself 
as absolutely unworthy of heaven and as better fitted for a 
place in hell, He is urged to descend in spirit to the 
place of torment and acknowledge, against his egotism and 
arrogance, that, on account of his sins, he has deserved a 
place there among the damned, and not in the happy 
vicinity of God. 

They also depict in gloomy, mystical colours the condition 
of the unhappy soul who, by the consent of Godand in order 
to try it, sces itself deprived of all comfort, and, as it were, 
torn away from its highest good and relegated to hell. 
Such pains, they teach, are intended as a way of purgation 
for the soul, which, after such a night, can taise itself again 
with all the more eonfidence and love to God, who has, so 
far, preserved it from so great a misfortune. 

The doctrine of the dark, mystical night appealed very 
strongly to Luther's mind. In his theology he is fond of 
picturing the soul as utterly sinful and deserving of hell, 
meaning by this something very different from what 
orthodox mystics taught. He also suffered greatly at times 
from inward commotion and darkening of the soul, duc to 
fears regarding predestination, to a troubled conscience or 
to morbid depression, of which the cause was perhaps 
bodily rather than mental. These, however, bore no re- 
semblance to the pains—" mystical exereises " as they have 
been called by Protestants—of which the mystics speak. 
In his “ temptations in the monastery” he did not. ex- 
pericnee what Tauler and the “Theologia Deutsch” 
ner fire of Purgatory. Luther, 
however, erroncously applied their descriptions to his own 











4 Cp. Braun, “ Concupiscenz,” p. 2 








gle 


238 LUTHER THE MONK 


condition. ‘Thus his idea of the night of the soul is quite 
different from that of the mystics, though he describes it 
in almost the same words, and, thanks to his imagination 
and eloquence, possibly in even more striking colours. 

Several times in his Commentary on Romans he repre- 
sents resignation to, indeed even an actual desire for, 
damnation—should that be the will of God—as something 
grand and sublime. Thereby he thinks he is teaching the 
highest degree of resignation to God’s inscrutable will ; 
thereby the highest stcp on the ladder of self-abnegation hes 
been attained. In reality it is an ideal of a frightful char- 
acter, far worse even than a return to nothingness. He lets 
us sce here, as he docs so often in other matters, how greatly 
his turbulent spirit inclined to extremes.? 


“If men willed what God wills," he writes, “even though He 
should will to damn and reject them, they would seo no evil in 
that [in the predestination to hell which he teachea]; for, as. 
thoy will what God wills, they have, owing to thoir resignation, 
the will of God in them." “Does he mean by this that they 
should resign themselves to hating God for all eternity 1 Luther 
does not seem to notice that hatred of God is an essential par 
of the condition of those who are damned (* damnari et reprobari. 
ad infernum”). Has he perhaps come to conceive of a hatred. 
of God proceeding from love ? He scoms almost to credit those 
who think of hell, with a resolve to bear everything, even hatred 
of God, with loving submission to the will of Him Who by His 
predestination has willed it. 

Ho even dares to say to those who are affrighted by pre- 
destination to hell, that resignation to eternal punishment is, 
for the truly wise, @ source of “incHable joy” (* ineffabi 
iucundilate in ieta materia delectantur");* for the perfect this is. 
“tho best purgation from their own will,” ie. the way of the 
greatest bitterncss, “ because under charity the croas and suffering. 
is always understood.’ But all, he says, even the half-imperfeet, 


1 Cp. Luther's appeal to Tauler : ‘* De inta patientia Dei et oufferentia 
vide Farlerun,” ete. (soo above, p. 232), Denifle, 1}, p, 484, remarks: 
“The abovo ‘statcmenta aro’in part founded on Tauler, whom 
Luther misunderstood thranphout. ‘The two stood on different ground 
and had a different. starting-point and a different goal.” 

3 In allusion to such doctrines, Denifle spoaks (Denifie, 14, p. 480) 
of “ Luther's worse than morbid, yea, terrible theology.” Tho passages 
in Tauler which have been alicged to show that his teaching was 
nimilar to that of Lather on this point, have quite a diflerent seneo. 
Touler did not reengnise the undeserved 
presupposes ; he makes the horrible minfortane of eternal reprobat 
whiclt tes in hatred of Ged, result of voluntary seperation 

in this lie 
















































(pp. 218, 223, 
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sco that here we have a splendid remedy for destroying “ the 
presumptuous building upon merit; let everyone rejoice in 
his fear ond thank God,” the more so that those who sre 50 
will certainly not go to holl; ‘as they make them- 
selves entirely conformable to the will of God it is impossible 
that they should be delivered over to eternal punishment, as he 
who resigns himself entirely to God's holy Will cannot, remain 
separated from Him."* 

‘This doctrine of a wholesome fear of hell, of a saving, heroic 
abandonment to God, and of an exalted and puro love to bo 
exercised by all as a " remedy" against damnation, invalidates 
Luther's doctrine of absolute and undeserved predestination to 
hell; salvation is again made to depend upon both God and 
man, whose co-operation becomes necessary ; it ia only because 
“man will not will what God wills” that he is damned. Yet, 
according to Luther, the saving fear and resignation is only 
possible to the elect, and these must in the end be in doubt as to 
whether they are pleasing to God, just as they must be uncertain 
regarding all their actions. 

In confirmation of his theory of readiness for hell Luthor even 
refors to St. Paul, who says in his Epistls to the Romana, that ho 
had offered himself to the everlasting pains of hell for the salva- 
tion of the Jews ; that, in order to save thom, he had been ready 
to be “an anathema from Christ.”* But the example does not 
apply. According to a more correct explanation, the Apostle. 
whe was always in spiritual communion with Christ, speaks only 
of an outward scparation.! Luther himself says in this conneo- 
tion: Paul did not desire to hate Christ, but was ready to be 
separated from Him; in this he displayed the “ most sublime 
degreo of charity, a' truly apostolic love; “this seems, of 
course, incomprehensible and foolish to those who think them- 
aelves holy and love God with the ‘amor coneupiscenti,’ Le. on 
account of their salvation and for the sake of cternal reat, or in 
order to escape from hell, in other words, not for God's sake but: 
their own. . . . What they really desire is salvation according 
to their own fancy, instead of desiring their own nothingness: 
both here and hercafter (‘suum nihil optare'), and only tho will 
id glory of God,” whereas ‘all perfect saints, oat of their 
overflowing affection, are ready to accept everything, even hell 























itself, By reason of this readiness, it is true, they at once eseape 
ail punistiment.”” 

According to Luther, even Christ offered Himself for hell 
wholo and entire. Luther does not make the slightest distinetion 
in the agony in the Garden between mere extorior and real 


interior scparation from (iod. Christ was cver united hypo- 
statically with (iod, and His human nature never ceased to enjoy 
the vision of God. Luther, however, merely says: "He found 
Himself in a state of condemnation and abandonment which was 


2 “Schol. Rom.” p. 214. # Ibid, p, 18.8 bid. pe 217. 
© On tho history of the explanation of this passage see” Corncly, 
* Commentar, in Ep. ad Romanes,” pp. 471-4. 
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greater than that of all the saints. His sufferings were not easy 
to Him, as some have imagined, because Ho actually and in 
truth offered Himsclf to the etemsl Father to be consigned to 
eternal damnation for us (‘quod realiter ef vere ae in cwlernam 
damnationem obtulit Deo patri pro nobis’), His human nature 
did not behave differently from thet of a man who is to be 
condemned eternally to hell. On account of this love of God, 
God at once raised Him from death and hell, and s0 He over- 
came hell (‘eum suscitavit a morle et inferno et sic momordit 

fernum’; ep. Osco xiii. 14). All Hia anints must follow this 
imple, some more, some less; and according to the degree 
of thoir perfection in love they find this harder or easier. But 
‘Christ bore the most severo form of it (“durissime hoc Jeeit’), 
and for this reason He laments in many passages (in the Messianic 
Psalms) the pains of hell.”* 








In the light of passages such as these we can understand 
to some cxtent the lurid, fanciful, mystie description which 
he gives carly in 1518, clearly on the strength of his own 
states of mind. He tells how a man fancies himself at 
certain moments plunged into hell, and fecls his breast 
pierced by all the pangs of everlasting despair, because he 
apprehends God's “frightful ire’? and the impossibility of 
ever being delivered. This grotesque picture of a soul, 
with which we shall deal more fully later, although it is 
partly taken almost word for word from the earlier de- 
seriptions of the mystics, reveals its morbid character more 
especially by the fact, that the hope, which, in the case of 
the devout, remains in the depths of the soul even throughout 
the most severe interior trials, seems entirely absent. God 
is scen as He appearcd to Luther, ic. as an incxorable, 
arbitrary punisher of His creaturc.® 

Luther’s mysticism is yeritably a mysticism of despair 
and the “humilitas,” with its love ready even for hell, 
which he belauds as the anchor of safety, is a forced ex- 
pedient really excluded by his system, and which he himself 
discarded as soon as he was able to replace it by the (God- 
given) fides, in the shape of faith in personal ju 
and salvation, 




















1 Sohol. Rom. p. 218 f 
© The frvquentiy quoted deseription ix to be found in 
Weim ed, 1 pe 
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10, The Commentary on Romans as a Work of Religion 
and Learning 


The Commentary purports to be as much a religious as a 
learned work, Its religious value can be shortly summed up 
from the above. 

The author is as much occupied in putting forth religious 
ideas which appeal to him as in expounding exegetically 
St. Paul's Epistle, and these ideas he supports on the text 
of the Epistle to the Romans or on other passages from Holy 
Scripture which he incessantly adduees. His intention also 
was to make the considerations of practical use from the 
religious point of hearers, who were probably 
most of them Augus He wished to give them a 
practical introduction to the doctrines of St. Paul, as he 
cunderstood them, and at the same time to his own mysticism. 

We must, if we wish to do justice to the Commentary on 
Romans, admit without rescrve that it docs not show us 
the picture of a man who is morally bankrupt. The author 
docs not make the impression of one bent on sensuality, 
and sccking the means of gratifying it. The work, on the 
contrary, breathes a spiritual tendency, even to the point 
‘of excess, though not, indced, without a strong admixture 
‘of the carthly clement. 

The author is, however, far from having arrived at any 
clear religious views ; after wrestling with the scerets 
of the Pauline Epistle with fecling and cloquence, he is 
unable cven at the end to extricate himself from a condition 
of spiritual restlessness. The work testifies to an enduring 
state of religious ferment, 

The ity of thought which the author 
displays is noteworthy ; the personal colouring in which he 
depicts his religious ideas, and, frequently, too, rabidly 
defends them against scholars and religious who think 
differently, is unique, and of priceless value to the bio- 
grapher. Such a strong personal tone is not, it is true, quite 
in place in a learned work. 

The religious “ experience,” so often supposed to stand 
in the forefront of his development, is not to be found there. 

If the so-called spiritual “ experience ” had actually taken 
place Luther would certainly have alluded to it, for he has 
much to say of his own state and observations. Why does 
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he say nothing here of the experiences he afterwards relates 
in such detail? Of the excessive, almost suicidal, monastic 
practices to which, as a Catholic-minded monk, he sur- 
rendered himself, secking God’s grace, until through Divine 
intervention he recognised that the path of works and 
strictness of life, in fact the Catholic road generally, was 
incapable of leading one to peace with God here below and 
to union with God in eternity? There is nothing here of 
that sudden leap from weary, self-righteous sccking after 
God—ostensibly a delusion cherished by all Catholics—to 
the joyous consciousness of a gracious God, bascd on the 
recognition of justification, Luther, on the other hand, 
gives a seemingly accurate description of his own spiritual 
development, though without mentioning himsclf, at the 
end of his exposition of Romans iii., 2 passage to which we 
shall return later, 

‘The author frequently allows his fancied religious interests 
to spoil his cxegesis. 

‘Often. enough he docs not even make an attempt to follow 
up the thoughts of the Apostle and arrive at their sense. 
His character is too impatient of restraint and too pre- 
disposed to rhetoric. Thus he descends to the religious and 
political questions then being debated at Wittenberg and 
says by way of excuse: “I will explain the meaning of the 
‘Apostle to you in its practical scnsc, in order that you may 
understand the matter better by the help of some compari- 
sons,’"t_ These words occur in the passage in which he 
admonishes Duke George of Saxony regarding his quarrels 
with Edgard, Count of East Frisia (1514-15), telling him 
he ought to have recognised the Will of God in the Count’s 
“ malicious revolt” and have patiently suffered himself to 
be vanquished by his foc—as though it were the duty of 
prinees to become mystics like himself. 

If we now examine the actual value of the Commentary, 
we find much that is excellent and calculated to elucidate 
the Pauline text. 

It is especially praiseworthy in Luther that he should 
have made the Greck text edited by Erasmus the basis of 
his work as soon as it was published during the course of his 
lectures, He also makes frequent, diligent and intelligent 











1“ Schol. Rom." p. 272. Cp. ibid. p. 301 
1 Cp. above, p. 298. 
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use of the “exegetical ability” of Nicholas of Lyra,! 
following him for the text as well as for the interpretation 
and division of the subject ; this was the author whose 
assistance he had formerly declined with far too much 
contempt. Other authorities whom he also consults are 
Paul of Burgos, Peter Lombard, for his explanations of the 
Epistle to the Romans, and, for the division of the matter, 
particularly the Schemata of Faber Stapulensis. His own 
linguistic training and his knowledge of ancient literature 
were of great service to him, as also was his natural quickness 
of judgment combined with sagacity. He frequently quotes 
passages from St. Augustine, and through him, i.e. at second- 
hand, from Cyprian and Chrysostom ; in his interpretations 
the medieval. authorities of whom he makes most use are 
the Master of the Sentences and St. Bernard.* The way 
in which Aristotle and the Scholastics are handled is already 
plain from what we have said. Reminiscences of the works 
of his own professors, Paltz, Trutfetter and Usingen, are 
merely general, and he freely differs from them. As an 
Occamist he fecls himself in contradiction to the Thomists 
and to some extent also to the Scotists; in addition to 
Occam, d’Ailly, Gerson and Bicl have a great influence on 
him, even in his interpretation of the Bible. Tauler, who 
has so frequently been mentioned, also left decp traces of 
his influence not only in the matter of the Commentary, but 
also in the language, which is often obseure, rich in imagery 
and full of fecling, while here and there we seem to find 
reminiscences of the “t Theologia Deutsch”? which Luther 
was to publish at the close of his lectures. The latter was, 
“to his thinking, the most exact expression of the great 
thoughts of the Epistle to the Romans,’’* 

From a learned point of view his exegesis would probably 
have been different and far more reliable had he consulted 
the famous Commentary of St. Thomas Aquinas on the 
Epistle to the Romans, not merely for the division of his 
subjcct, but also for the matter. This Commentary held 
the first place, as regards clearness and depth of thought, 
among previous expositions, yet not once does Luther quote 
it, and, probably, he had never opened the work for the 















1 J. Bicker in the Preface of his edition of the Commentary, p. liv. 
* For tho aoureos used by Luther, seo Ficker, pp. lili xii 
* Thus Fickor, p. xii 
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purpose of study, ‘It is most remarkable,” Wilhelm 
Broun says, speaking of Luther’s Commentary and of his 
whole development, “ that Luther never came to understand 
Thomas of Aquin. We meet with some disparaging remarks 
[elsewhere than in the Commentary on Romans]; he is 
doubtful as to whether St. Thomas was really saved, because 
he wrote some heretical stuff and brought Aristotle, the 
corrupter of pious doctrine, into prominence in the Church ; 
but he never understood him from the theological point 
of view," We might well go further and say, that he 
did not even do what must certainly precede any “under- 
standing ”—study his writings with the intention of care- 
fully examining them. 

How greatly docs Luther in his method, his manner of 
delivery and his spirit differ from St. Thomas, from the 
latter’s quict precision and trustworthiness in following 
the great traditions of leaming and theology. Luther so 
often speaks without due thought, so often in his impetuosity 
sees but one side of things, he contradicts himself without 
remarking it, falls into grotesque exaggeration, and, in many 
passages, is not merely impulsive in his manner of speech, 
but even destructive. The rashness with which he lays 
hands on the generally accepted teaching of the best tried 
minds, his assumption of supremacy in the intellectual 
domain, the boundless self-confidence which peeps out of 
so many of his assertions, gave cause for fearing the worst 
from this professor, to whose words the University was even 
then attentive. 

‘He knew well how to hold his listeners by the versatility 
of his spirit and his ability to handle words. His language 
comprises, now weighty sentences, now popular and taking 
comparisons, He speaks, when he is so inclined, in the 
popular and forcible style he employs at a later date; he 
borrows from the lips of the populace sayings of unexampled 
coarseness with which he spices his harangues, more especially 

iat Dio Bedeutung der Concupiscenz in Luthers Leben und Lehre,” 
P TiSoo abovo, p. 128, W, Friedensbarg, “Fortachrite in Kenntnia 
der Reformationsgesch " (‘* Schriften des Vereins fir Reformations- 
gesch.,”’ No, 100, 1910, pp. 1-59), p. 17: “It appears [from Denifie’s 
work] that Luther was little acquainted with the Scholastics of the 
Middle Ages, especially with Thomas of Aquin—which was equally 


the cese with nearly all his contemporaries [7]—and that he drew his 
information from secondary sources,” ete. 
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with a view to emphasising his attitude to his opponents. 
We may be permitted to quote one such passage in which 
he is speaking against those who hold themselves to be 
pure: “I look on them as the biggest fools, who want to 
forget how deeply they stick in the mire... . Did you 
never ,,. in your mother’s lap, and was not the smell 
evil? Is your perfume always so swect ? Is there nothing 
about your whole person which has an unpleasant odour ? 
If you are so clean, I am surprised that the apothecaries 
have not long ago got hold of you to usc you in making 
their balsams, for surely you must reck of balm. Yet had 
your mother left you as you are and were, you would have 
perished in your own filth.” 

Immediately after this he proceeds with a more pleasing 
thought: “Truly to please oneself, one must be utterly 
displeased with self. No one can please himself and others 
at the same time.” 

He is fond of startling antitheses and frequently loses 
himself in paradoxes. ‘God has concealed righteousness 
under sin, goodness under severity, mercy under anger.”® 
“He who docs not think he is rightcous, is for that very 
reason rightcous before God.” “To be sinners docs not 
harm us, if we only strive earnestly for justification,””# 

It may serve to give a better idea of the exegetical value 
of the whole work, and thereby increase our knowledge of 
its author, if we consider some of the other peculiaritics 
which permeate it. 

Luther frequently engages with great zest in philosophical 
argument and has skirmishes in dialectics with his adver- 





1 Schol, Rom," p. 388. ‘Tho reproach, broushé, against, these 
‘epponents of backbiting forms an exact parallel to Luther's address, 
1 Gentes eanctedos.” mentioned above. Compare the allusions, p. $24, 
* Paedinsi sunt et, noltent ease in communione aliorure 
sic multé euperbi." And before: “Hi inaulai homi 
cordinem { ing to their atato oF pi 
aelut ipai mint mundi, ul nullibi sordeant, cum tamen ante et retro et intua 
non nisi aun et pareorum aint forwn ef officina.” "The anecdote which 
hho relates (p. 243 £.) of the man'who resolved ‘* amore Dei velle munquam 
mingere," with which Luther laughs to scorn the desire of some to 
perform extraordinary works for God's suke, is quite in keoping with 
‘this language. 

* Thi ps 208. 

* [bid pe 101. This kind of language which ho indulges in ato 
Intor dato agrocs with iy erect, ie. ervey pe 
hundreds of en usraih in bis kicgroghy of Lut 

n Luthor waa the most paradoa 
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saries, after the custom of the school of Occam. In such 
cases he often becomes scarcely intelligible owing to his 
utter neglect of the rules of logic. The answer he gives to 
the proofs alleged by ‘ modern philosophers” for the possi- 
bility of a natural love of God is very characteristic. They 
had urged: The-will is able to grasp all that reason proposes 
to it as right and necessary ; but reason proposes that we 
must love God, the cause of all things, and the Highest Good 
above all. Against this Luther philosophiscs as follows: 
“That is decidedly « bad conclusion. The conclusion 
should be: If the will is able to will everything that reason 
prescribes shall be willed and performed, then the will may 
will that God is to be loved above all, as reason says. But 
it docs not follow that the will can love God above all, but 
mercly that it can fecbly will that this be done, i.e. the will 
has just that tiny little bit of will (‘ voluncatelam voluntatis 
habere’)which reason orders it tohave.” To this Luther adds: 
“ Were that proof correct, then the common teaching would 
be erroneous that the law [of God in Revelation] has been 
given in order to humble the proud who presumptuously 
build on their own powers,” And immediately, with 
supposedly scriptural proofs, he procceds to show that no 
power for doing what is good ean be ascribed to the will.” 

In what he says of the position of philosophy to saving 
grace—a point we mentioned above—we have another 
example of his faulty method. 

It is well known that the old_Scholastics, far from drawing 
their profound teaching concerning sanctifying grace from 
the “:mouldy ” stores of Aristotle, advocated, with regard 
to justification, regeneration and bestowal of sanctifying 
grace (‘‘ gratia sanetificans”) by the infusion of the Holy 
Spirit, simply the views contained in Holy Seripture and 
in the Fathers ; but, in order to make her teaching more 
comprehensible and to insure it against abcrrations, the 
Chureh clothed it as far as necessary in the language of the 
gencrally accepted philosophy. The clement which Scholas- 
ticism therewith borrowed from Aristotle—or to be accurate 
not from him only, but, through the Fathers, from ancient 
philosophy gencrally—was of scrvice for the comprehension 
of revealed truth. Luther, however, was opposed to any- 
thing which tended to greater definition because he was 

1“ Schol, Rom.,” p. 187. Op. p. 321. 
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more successful in expressing his diverging opinions in vague 
and misapprehendcd biblical language than in the stricter 
and more exaet language of the philosophical schools. 

The Church, on the other hand, has given Scholasticism 
its due. In the definitions of the Council of Trent on the 
points of faith which had been called into qucstio 
Church to a certain degree made her own the old tradi 
expressions of the schools on the doctrine of graec, teaching, 
for instance, that the “ only formal cause of our righteous- 
ness lies in the rightcousness of God, not in that by which 
He Himself is just, but that by which He makes us just.’* 
She declared that, with justifying grace, the ‘love of God 
becomes inherent in us,” and that with this grace man 
receives the infusion (‘infusa accipit’) of faith, hope and 
charity”; she also speaks of the various causes of justifica- 
tion, of the final, clficient, meritorious, instrumental and 
formal cause! All these learned terms were admirably 
fitted to express the ancient views vouched for by the 
Bible or tradition, and the same may be said, for in- 
stance, of the formula sanctioned by the Council of Trent, 
that ‘by the sacraments grace is bestowed ‘er opere 
operato,’” and that the sacraments of Baptism, Confirma- 
tion and Order impart “a ‘ character,’ ic. @ spiritual and 
ineradicable mark on account of which they cannot be 
repeated.”? When the Church expresses herself in such 
terms with regard to sanctifying grace, she implies thereby 
no more than what is stated in the various biblical excerpts 
quoted in detail by the Council of Trent to which Luther 
had paid too little heed. Her teaching is that man is signed 
and anointed with the spirit of promise which is the pledge 
of our inheritance ; that he is renewed through the Spirit, 
and that by the Spirit the love of God is poured forth in 
his heart; that he becomes a living member of Christ ; 
that because he is made the heir and ehild of God he has a 
right to heaven ; that he is born again by the Holy Ghost 
to a new life, and thus is translated into the Kingdom of the 
Love of His Son where he has redemption and forgivencss 
‘of sins; as such he is a friend and companion of God; yet 





2 Sess. 6, 0. 7. Cp. ce. 16: Ques enim,” ete, In can, 11 of this 

ecasion “inherent charity is again mention 

Fightcousncss by which we are “ formaliter cuati.”” Cp. 

attock on the expression “ fides formata caritate” (200 above, pr 200) 
* Sess. 7, cou. 8 9. 
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he must go on from virtue to virtue and, as the Apostle 
says, be renewed from day to day by constantly mortitying 
the members of his flesh and offering them as the weapons 
of righteousness for sanctification. 

In his Commentary on Romans Luther already breaks 
away from tradition, i.e. from the whole growth of the past, 
even on matters of the utmost moment, and this not at all 
to the advantage of theology ; not merely the method and 
mode of expression docs he oppose, but even the very 
substance of doctrine. 

Protestant theology, following in his footsteps, went 
further. Many of its representatives, as we shall sce, 
honestly expressed their scrious doubts as to whether the 
Bible teaching of sanctification by grace—that process 
which, according to the scriptural descriptions just quoted, 
takes place in the very innermost being of man—is really 
expressed correctly by the Luthcran doctrine of the imputa- 
tion of a purely extraneous righteousness. But even to-day 
there are others who still support Luther’s views in a 
slightly modified form, and who will have it that the 
scholastic and later teaching of the Church is a doctrine of 
mere “magic,” as though she made of saving grace a magical 
power, of which the agency is baptism or absolution. It 
is truc that the process of sanctification as apprehended by 
faith is to a large extent involved in impenetrable mystery, 
but in Christianity there is much else which is mysterious. 
It is perhaps this mysterious clement which gives offence 
and accounts for Catholic doctrine being described by so 
opprobrious a word as “ magic.” Some Protestants of the 
same school are also given to praising Luther—in terms 
which are also, though in another sense, rhysterious and 
obscure—for having from the very outset arrived at the 
great idea of grace peculiar to the Reformed theology, viz. 
at the “exaltation of religion above morality.” He was 
the first to ask : How doI stand with regard to my God ?” 
and who made the discovery, of which his Commentary on 
Romans is a foreible proof, that it is man’s relation to 
God through faith which creates the purer atmosphere in 
which alone it is possible for morality to thrive.” He 
arrived, so we are told, at an apprehension of grace as “ a 
merciful consideration of the abiding sinner,” and a true 
“consolation of conscience”; he at the same time recog- 
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nised grace as an “ educative and moulding energy,” which, 
as such, imparts “ strength for sanctification.”? 


To return to the exegetical side of the Commentary on 
Romans, the confusion in which the ideas are presented 
lends to much of it a stamp of great imperfection. ‘There is 
a general lack of cautious, intelligent comprehension of the 
material, which sometimes is concerned with the tenderest 
questions of faith, sometimes with vital points of morals. 
The impartial observer secs so many traccs of passion, 
irritation, storm and stress that he begins to ask himself 
whether the work has any real theological valuc. 


‘The passage, Romans vii. 17, regarding the indwelling of sin in 
man (“Ahabilat in me peceaium ") Luther, in the interests of his 
system, makes use of for an attack upon the Scholastics ("* nostré 
theolog:"), Ho attributes to them an interpretation of the passage 
which was certainly not theirs, and, from his own interpretation, 
draws strango and quite unfounded inforoncoa. According to 
tho interpretation commonly admitted by almost all oxegetists, 
whether Catholic or Protestant, St. Paul is here speaking of the 
unregenerate man in whom sin dwells, preventing him from 
fulfilling the law, Luther, on the contrary, asserts that tho 
Apostle is alluding to himself and to the regenerate generally, 
and ho quotes from the context no loss than twelve proofs thet 
this is the correct interpretation.’ Scholastics cithor referred 
the passage, like St. Augustine, to the righteous—in whom on 
account of tho survivel of tho “fomes peccati” sin in somo 
sense dwolls, even the righteous boing easily lod away by the samo 
to sin—or they loft the question open and allowed the verse to 
refer to those who are not justified, 

Luther, delighted by his discovery of the survival of original 
sin in man after baptism, could not allow the opportunity to 
slip of dealing a blow at the older theologians: '* Is it not a fact 
that the fallacious metaphysics of Aristotle—the philosophy 
which is built up on human tradition—has blinded our theo- 
logians t They fency that sin is destroyed in Baptism and in 








1 * Educative” grace which impart “utrength " ia probably what 
wo call netual grace, not sanctifying grace. Luther makes no dist 
sither a8 toqords the term of the matter, Hin determinisrs, with ila 
“aersum arbitrivn,” left no room for actual grace to perform any real 
work ; this ho admits moro plainly of the time preceding justification 
than of that which follows it. Cp. *Schol. Rom.,” p. 208: "Ad primam 
gratiam sicut et ad gloriam ecmper noe habemus passive sicue mudicr ad 
conceptum," ete. It is hero ho introduces his “ mystical” recom- 
mendation, viz. to suffer God's strong grace, and wi 
reason or will in encbraa ac velut in perditionem et annihitationer tr 
however hard that may be. Here we find nothing about any "educative 
and moulding energy. 

2“ Schol. Rom. 
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the sacrament. of Penance, and they declare it absurd that the 
Apostle should spcak of sin dwelling within him [as 6 matter of 
fact the Schoolmen did nothing of the sort}. ‘Tho words “/abitas 
in me pecratu’ wore fearful scandal to them. They fled to 
the false and pernicious assertion that Paul is speaking merely 
in the person of the carnal man [unregenerate], whereas he is, 
in truth, speaking of his own person [and of the righteous). They 
say foolishly that in the rightoous thero is no sin, and yet tho 
Apostle obviously teaches the contrary in the plainost ard most 
‘open fashion.”* 

Of this passionate reversal of the old exegesis, Denifle, after 
having pointed out the real state of the question by quoting the 
commentators, says: ‘Luther merely exhibits his ignorance, 
prejudico and propowesion ... he was not acting in the 
interests of learning at all."? Of Luther's twelve arguments in 
favour of his interpretation he remarks ; ‘in order to convince 
oneself that the [opposite] view, now almost universally held, 
is the correct one, it is only necessary to glance at Luther's 
twelve proofs, ‘They aro uttorly fallacious, beg the quostion and 
take for granted what is not conceded,”* ‘This judginent is 
amply justified. Yet Luther, at the end of his long demonstra- 
tion, exclaims: “It is really surprising that anyone could 
have imagined that the Apostle was spealsing in the person of the 
old and carnel man.” “No, the Apostle teaches regarding the 
justified that they are at tho same time righteous and sinners, 
Tighteous because Christ's righteousness covers them and is 
imputed to them, sinners because they do not fulfil the law and 
are not without concupiscence.”"* We can only say of Luther's 
remarks on the Scholastics that, without really being acquainted 
with thom, he here again blindly abuses them because they wer 
opposed to his now theological vie 

1s wes merely his prejudice against the Scholastics which led 
him to continue ;_* Their stupid doctrine has deceived the world 
and caused untold mischief, for the consequence was, that who- 
ever wes baptised and absolved at once looked upon himself as 
froo from ain, becamo sure of his rightoousness, folded his arms, 
end, because ho was unconscious of eny sin, considered it super 
fluous to trouble to struggle or to purify himself by sighs and 
tears, by sorrow for sin and efforts to conquer it. No, sin remains 
even in the spiritual man,” ete, He appeals to St. Augustine, 
indeed ta the very passage to which the Scholastics were it 
debted for their interpretation of St. Paul’s words concerning 
the righteous. As remarked before (p. 98), Augustine is, how- 
ever, very far from teaching that there is in the righteous real 
guilt and sin, when, following St. Paul, he speaks of the sinful 
coneupiscence which dwells in the regenerate. 

Luther would have avoided a great number of mistakes in his 





























1 Schol. Rom.” p. 178. 

£“ Luther und Lutherturn,"” i, p 515 f. 
¥ Thid., p. 517, 0. 3. 
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interpretation of the Epistle to the Romans had he conscientiously 
studied the older expositors instead of blindly opposing them. 
The passage in Hebrows xi. 1, which was of the greatest 
importance for his viewa (“Eat ‘fides sperandarum substantia 
rerum, argumentum non apparentium"), ho interprets in a falso 
sonee, whereas St, Thomas takes it correctly. He takos "sub- 
eeansia,”” ete. (Amifonénor oxborars Rpayudrur) as " possessio et 
factultas futurarum rerum,” and the word “ argumentum” (Aeyxer) 
‘a8 “signum.”? It was only in 1619 that ho learnt from 
Melanchthon that this interpretation could not be made to agroe 
with the Greok toxt. Evon whon making known hia mistake he 
gives a side hit at tho Sententiarii, i.o. the Scholastics. And 
yet he would have found the correct interpretation in St. 
Thomas's" Summa Theologiea,” and also in his Commentary on 
Romans, viz. that “ substantia” here means foundation, or first 
boginning ('' fides est prima pare iustitice"), while “argument” 
haa tho sonso of firm assent, i.e. to tho truth that “ia not econ, 

















To sum up briefly here some of the fundamental theo- 
logical confusions of which the author of the Commentary 
on Romans is guilty, either from carclessness or in the 
excitement of controversy, we may mention that he 
confuses freedom with willingness or joyousness, the works 
of the Mosaic law with the works of natural or Christian 
morality, true humility with sclf-annihilation and despair, 
confidence with presumption ; to hint true eontrition is 
grief sensibly manifested, all charity other than perfect is 
mere perverse sclf-secking, and holy fear of the Divine 
judgment and penalties is a slavish, selfish sorvice. 

The freedom of the Christian spirit, bestowed by the 
gospel in contradistinction to Judaism, Luther, owing to 
persistent misapprehension, makes out to be freedom 
regarding outward things of the law. Appealing to St. 
Paul’s teaching concerning the liberty of the gospel, he 
says: “we must not be subject to the burden of any law 
to such an extent as to consider the outward works of the 
law necessary for salvation.”? Thosc who do so are, accord- 
ing to him, attached to “a spiritual, but exceedingly 
reprehensible” view, which we must oppose with all our 
might. Away with those whose aim it is to “ fulfil the law 
by means of many observances.” “ The law is to be ob: 
served not beeause we must keep it, but beeause we choose 
to do so, not because it is necessary, but because it is per- 





‘Schol, Kom.” p. 234 £5 277, * Op, Donifio, 1, p. 518 fe 
Schol, Rom,” p. 303. 
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mitted.” Instead of this, he continucs, we bow to-day 
under the yoke of servitude, fancy it is necessary and yet 
wish secretly that it did not exist (“Hae servitus hodie late 
grassalur,” ete.). The effect of such distorted principles 
‘on his views regarding the commandments of the Church 
is very obvious. ‘‘ Concerning the outward service of God,” 
as Denifle has already pointed out, * Luther went to great 
Iengths in his defence of ‘ libertas.’ = The believer is 
free as regards all things ; ‘sufficit charitas de corde puro’ 
he frequently repeated at the very time when he was vindi- 
cating himself against the errors of the Picatds.”1 Though 
‘as yet still far from the revulsion which was to come later 
he was already cherishing the principles which were to lead 
up to it. 

‘What he says on obedience and personality in dealing 
with Romans x. and the word of faith which calls for sub- 
mission, exhibits a strange medley of excessive mystical 
severity combined with a free handling of his own views, 
and also some good examples of his stormy dialectics. It 
is worth our while to dwell a little on these passages because 
the train of thought furnishes a curious picture of the 
direction of the young Monk's mind. 








“The faith [which justifies] allows itself to be led in any 
direction," ho says, “and is ready to hear and to yiold ; for 
God does not require great works, but the putting to death of 
the old man, but to this we cannot attain without submitting 
our own ideas and judgment to the authority of another. 
He then continues, vaguely confusing faith and humility :-‘‘ Tho 
old man is to be put to death by faith in the Word of God. But 
God's Word is not only that which sounds from heaven, but 
everything that comes from the mouth of a good man, more 
Particularly from our ecclesiastical superiors. ‘That is why the 
quarrelsonie will hear nothing of this faith and tako offence at 
the word of faith, Instead of believing they demand proofs 
and always think their own ideas right, and thowe of others false. 
But whoever docs not know how to submit himself and always 
fancies he is nob in the wrong, exhibits the pleincst signs that 
the old Adam still lives in him and that Christ has not yet risen 
in him.”* ‘Then follows a long and tedious description of how 
“man must surrender his mind to the bondage of the word of 
the Cross and renounce himself end all that is his until he dies 
to self.""« 

It is surprising to find in the mouth of Luther such en 























2“ Luthor und Luthertum,” 1, p67, *** Schol, Rom,” p. 24. 
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utterance a3 that we must receive with submission every word 
of a godly man in order to possess ‘faith ” in its trae meaning, 
but it reappears on another occasion in the Commentary under 
quite peculiar circumstances. ‘The passage is a still more glaring 
instance of confusion and is worth quoting in ite ontirety on 
account of its mistaken train of thought end of ite geli-contra- 
diction and jumping from one point to another, so characteristic 
of Luther. 

‘The explanation of Romans iii.! begins with a general assault 
on tho “proud ‘spirituala’ in the Church, with their great and 
many works,” the heading chosen being that “ Justification 
does not, require works of the law, but true faith which performs 
works of faith.” ‘The works of thaso “ spirituals ” are not works 
of faith, but works of the law, for as they are proud and stiff- 
necked they ‘do not believe in the pracepta and counsela of 
those who speele to thom of salvation.” Christ Himeolf speales 
in the latter, and to refuse to believe them in any one particular 
in to dony faith in Him altogether (* fides consistit in indivi- 
sibili"); for the same reason the heretics, if they deny only one 
article of the faith, really deny the faith az a whole. In a word, 
‘thote proud folle "lose the whole faith, thanks merely to their 
atifiness " (\ periit tola fides propter uniue ceneus pertinaciam ”) ; 
80 important is it to give way to truth whenever it spprosches 
‘us in humility! Justification must therefore necessarily take 
place without the works which thoso people have in their mind. 
‘fa man cannot readily bear contradiction “he certainly cannot 
‘be saved; for there is no surer sign thet our ideas, words end 
works aro of God than contradiction [!]; everything that is of 
God must be rejected by man, as we see from the example of our 
Saviour, and, even if it be not of God, contradiction brings us 
still greater profit and preserves ua from shipwreck.” 

Tn support of this perplexing doctrine there follow examples 
and quotations from the Bible, and finally this conclusion : 
‘Git is a safe path when we ore reproved, cursed and blamed.” 
‘He does not seem to notice that this assertion provides o ground 
of excuse and defence for the so-called “ proud ‘ spirituals,’ ” 
for they, too, might argue that his contradiction gave a sanction 
‘to their conduet.. 

Luther seems to have had only himself and his own interests 
in view when he brought forward theso ideas, beginning with the 
‘extreme assertion that we must believe every word that a good 
‘man speaks ; he apparently wished to insist on himself and his 
followers boing given credence, and on their views—which were 
‘the views of faithful counsellora—being approved by the defenders 
of works, whether in his Ordor or outaide of it. As he encountered 
contradiction, he immediately epplied to his own case the very 
‘elastic principle, that opposition in religious matters is a guerantes 
of truth. This was a principle, we may mention, which he had 
made his own ever since his mystical days, and which at a later 











4“ Schol. Rom.” p. 86 4. 


Google lIVERSITY OF CALFORN 


254 LUTHER THE MONK 


date and indeed till the end of his life, he repeatedly employed 

in the service of his cause during his struggle with the Church. 
Continuing his harangue against the “spirituals” and the 
horeties with whom he classes them ha goos on to aay: “they 
buoy thomsclves up in their idlo sclf-complaceney on account 
of thoir faith in Christ, but in vain, aa they will not bolieve 
that which is Christ's. The faith of Christ by which we are 
justified is not merely faith in Christ, or in the person of Christ, 
but in all that is Christ's.” ‘Christ ia not divided " (I Cor. i. 
13). Faith is something indivisible, Christ and whatever ia 
Christ's is onc and the same. Therefore we must believe both 
in Christ and in the Church, and in“ every word that comes from 

the mouth of an occlesisstical superior, or of a good, pious man, 
But those who withdraw themselves from their superiors will 
not listen to their words, but follow their own ideas,” he again 
repeats : ‘how do theso, I ask, believe in Christ ? They believe 
in His birth and His sufferings, but not in His whole word, 
consequently they deny Him altogether. See how necessary is 
the vory greatest humility, a8 we who believe in Christ can never 
be sure whether wo beliove in all that is His, and therefore must 
remain uncertain ax to whether wa believe in Him Himself | 
Justification can only proceed from such a fear and humility. 
But the proud “ do not understand the exalted subtilties of this 
faith ; they think they are in possession of the whole of faith, 
yet cannot hear the Lord’s voice, but rather resist it as though it 
were false; why 1 because it is opposed to their own idea.””* 
After @ dialectical digression of doubtful character the hot- 
blooded oxegetist continues: All the Prophets rise up egainst 
such men, for they always commence their holy messago with 
the words : “Thus saith the Lord” and, “* whosoever it be whom 
the Lord chooses as His mouthpiece, the demand is for faith, 
resignation, humble sub jection of our own ideas : for it isonly thus 
that wo are justified, and not otherwise.” With incredible tenacity 
ho is ever harping on the aasertion that the “self-rightoous " 
only deck themselves out with works of the lew, but find no 
grace with God. And finally, as though he had not yet said « 
word against those rebels against faith and the Word of God, he 
cries: “* Lot those open their ears who believe indeed ia Christ, 
but not in the word of Christ, who do not listen to their superiors 
and who wish to bo justified without this obeclionce, i.e. without 
this faith in God and merely by their works.’ In another out- 
burst he shows them—this time adopting a more mystical tone— 
thet: Christ, spoaks “ almost always when, where and as wo do 
nat expect.”* * Who can discover all the wily attacks of Satan 
by which ho deceives us?” Somo to bo justified by a 
“slavish fear,” in spite of their disinclination and * by their own 
strength alone"; « those whom he deceives more artfully feel » 
desire for what is good, "but in theit sell-complacency they 
affect superstitious singularity (‘singularitatis et superstitions 
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affectatores), they bocome rebels [like the Observantines, se 
p- 69], and under a show of obedience and love of God they 
throw off their submission to the men of God, i.e. to the Vicars 
and messengers of Christ.""! "It is presumption and pride which 
changes works of grace into works of tho law, and the righteous- 
ness of Gad into human righteousness ; for,” ete.“ How then 
ean you be proud as though you were more righteous than another, 
how can you despise who sins, when you yourself [at least, 
by your evil inclinations] aro sunk in the same mire 1"? ctc. 

they receive honour of men on account of their righteous- 
‘a subject on which Luther proceeds to enlarge. 

Wo have said enough. ‘Tha torrent of words flows on aimlesaly 
in thin way, over labouring the same subject; all this ia given 
us in licu of real exegesis as corollaries to two verses of tho 
Epistle to the Romans. 

















In order to gauge the real value of the Commentary on 
Romans we must now consider the treatment, abounding 
in inconsistencies, accorded by Luther to man’s efforts for 
obtaining salvation. : 


Tn Luther's mind the idea of that God does all, stands sido by 
side with the traditional viow of the Church, that man must 
proparo himsolf ; he hns, indecd, @ curious knack of remeining 
quite unconscious of his inconsistencies. On the one hand, 
accorging to what he says, wo must seek for justification by tho 
exertion of tho fullest human effort, and this labour must be 80 
strenuous aa to render God propitious to us (' Deum aibi pro- 
pitium faciunt").¢ That is, at least, what wo aro told at. tho ond 
Commentary, but at tho beginning wo read; “ Tho faith 
to justify must manifest its works, works of the Jaw are 
cient, it must be “a living faith which performs its own 
works.’ When James and Paul say that man is justified by 
works, they are opposing the false opinion that f 
its works is sufficient, whereas such a faith is not 
all."? According to this, it is plain, that, at that time, the idea 
of man’s co-operation in the work of salvation by the uso of his 
liberty still hovered in Luther's mind. But any idea of this kind 
is elxowhere confronted and peremptorily dismissed by anothor 
chain of ideas. How ara wo to make efforts by our own free will 
when wo do not possces free will for doing what is good ? “As 
though,” he says, ‘' we had free will at our disposal whenever we 
want! Such an idea of free will can only serve to Tull us into a 













1 48chol. Ror p95. 2 Thiel, p. 96. 

# Ibid. p. 97. Tp. 323 f. Cp. above, p. 218. 

© Thid..p. 80: “ Igittr iustifcatio requirit non opera legia, aed vitam 
filem, quer aua operetur opera.” Cp. above, p. 214, n. 6, where he speaks 
of the * preeparatio” for justification by the fulfilling of the law. 

7 Ibid., p. 85. Tt is possible that, without making any diatinetion, 
ie hora passes on to the activity af the righteous. Cp. Denitle-Weisa, 1%, 
pp. 466, 467, on Luther's want of clearness regarding justifying faith. 
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falso socurity.” (‘Sceuri stertimes, freti libero arbitrio quod ad 
manur habentes, quando volumus, possumus pie tntendere,”)! 
Hero he will only admit that man has freedom to pray for the 
right uso of his freedom, But, 9s @ matter of fact, oven this 
liberty which might incite us to prayer, is non-existent. For 
in respect of anything that is good [whether natural or super 
natural, he makes no distinction] we are only like raw metal or a 
wooden stick. Bocauso God’s grace is the hand which works in us 
for good and which performs our vital acts within us, while we 
ourselves are quiescent and absolutely powerless, Luther says 
in Romans iii.: ‘I have frequently insisted before upon the 
fact, that it is impossible for us to have of ourselves the will or 
the ‘heart to fulfil the law.” Why? “Because tho law is 
spiritual.” Meditation on man’s enslaved condition as the 
result of concupiscence, he declares in another passage, proves: 
my contention, no less than the terrible truth of predestination. 
‘« Luther felt in himself that belief in the eternal predeatination 
by Ged [absolute cloction to grace] waa the most powerful 
support of his experience of the complete inadequacy of humen 
works and the efficacy of grace alone,” The Protestant theologian* 
who says this, to instance Luther's faith in the sction of grace, 
here quotes from the passages from the Commentary on Romans, 
aceording to which God on the one hand bestows His grace only 
‘on those Ho chooses, but on tho other hand infallibly saves thoso 
He elects to save. “The Spirit,” Luther has it, “supports tho 
latter by His presence in all their weaknesses, ao that they 
prevail in circumstances where they would otherwise despair a 
thousand times." It is, however, remarkable that just after 
this explanation the cry bursta from Luther's lips: “ Where are 
now the good works, where tho freedom of the will 1” Hero tho 
irresistible “action of grace alone” appears as @ direct con- 
sequence of Luther's then views, though he refrains from ex- 
pressing himself more clearly as to the nature of actual grace. 

















Thus in his mind are combined two widely divergent 
ideas, viz. that God does everything in man who is devoid 
of freedom—and that man must draw nigh to God by 
prayer and works of faith. It is a strange psychological 
phenomenon to sce how, instend of endeavouring to solve 
the contradiction and examine the question in the light of 
m, he gives free play to fccling and imagination, 
onately proving to the infamous Observants that 














the need of preparation for grace, i.e, unconsciously be- 
coming the defender of the Church’s doctrine of free will 
and human co-operation, The fact is, he still, to some extent, 
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thinks with the Church. It was no casy task for him to 
break away from a view, which is so natural to man and 
so much in accordance with faith, viz. that there must be 
some preparation on man’s part for justification, in which 
however, actual grace, which comes to the assistance of his 
will and becomes part of it, also has its share. 

Luther's peculiar mysticism with its preponderance of 
feeling was, in part, the cause of his overlooking his task, 
which was to propound from his professorial chair the teach 
ing of the Church in definite and exact terms—so far as this 
was possible to him with his insufficient theological training. 
To this may be added the fact that the wealth of biblical 
quotations, whether to the point or not, which he is wont 
to adduce, tends to distract and confuse him as soon as he 
attempts to draw any clear inferences. 


According to Denifle a certain progress is apparent in the 
Commentary on Romans inasmuch as the first three chapters 
show Luther’s new doctrines still in an inchoate form, 
Luther, there, is seeking for something he has not yet fully 
grasped, and the confusion of his language is a proof that 
he has not as yet made up his mind. There is, however, 
one point, according to Denifle, on which he is quite definite, 
viz. concupiscence, though he does not yet know how to 
combine it with his other ideas; but, by the end of chapter iii., 
this doubt has been sct aside, he has identified con- 
cupiscence with original sin and reached other conclusions 
besides. Still he avoids the principal question as to how 
far human co-operation is necessary in the act of justifica- 
tion, 

It is diMeult to determine exactly this progress owing to 
Luther’s want of clearness and precision of expression, and 
to his contradictory treatment of certain capital points. 
‘The Commentary on Romans as it proceeds hardly shows 
any improvement in this respect. With extraordinary 
clasticity of mind, if we may so speak, the author without 
the slightest compunetion advocates conceming the most 
profound theological questions, especially grace, ideas which 
differ from and contradict each other. As at the very 
commencement we meet some of the most incisive new 
theses of Lutheranism—the imputation of the righteousness 

+ © Luthor und Luthertum,” 1%, p. 447 £,, 406 f. 
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of Christ, the sinfulness of the natura] man and his inability 
to do what is good, and likewise predestination to hell in its 
most outrageous form—it is natural to infer that Luther 
had already forsaken the Catholic doctrine on these points 
at the time he was preparing his lectures on the Epistle 
to the Romans, i.e. about the summer of 1515. His mis- 
apprehension of this Epistle must have had its influence on 
his whole trend, and the elements already at work in his 
mind helped to decide him to commit to writing in his 
Commentary his supposcd new and important doctrinal 
discoveri 

We might expect to find in the Commentary the most 
noticeable progress where he deals with preparation for 
grace, for this was surely the point on which he was bound 
to come into conflict with other doctrines. It is, however, 
hard to tell whether he realised the difficulty. It is true 
that much less stress is laid upon preparation for justification 
as the work proceeds, whereas at the commencement the 
author speaks unhcsitatingly of the cultivation of the will 
which must be undertaken in order to bring down grace. 
(See above, p. 214.) This, however, might merely be 
accidental and due to the fact that, in the last chapters, 
St. Paul is dealing mainly with the virtues of the justified. 
Towards the end of the Epistle, in connection with what 
the Apostle says on charity and faith in the righteous, the 
nature of that “ humilitas ” which Luther so culogises as a 
preliminary and accompaniment of the appropriation of 
the righteousness of Christ undergoes a change and appears 
more as faith with charity, or charity with faith. Luther's 
manner of speaking thus varies according to the subject 
with which Paul is dealing. 

If we take the middle of the year 1515 as the starting- 
point of Luther's new theology, then many of the statements 
in his Commentary on the Psalms, cspecially in its latter 
part, become more significant as precursors of Luther's 
errors, The favourable view we expressed above of his 
work on the Psalms, as regards its agreement with the 
theology of the Church, was only meant to convey that a. 
Catholic interpretation of the questionable passages was. 
possible ; this, however, cannot be said of the theses in the 
Commentary on Romans which we have just been con- 
sidering. We now understand why unwillingness to allow 





Google ’ ‘ 


“THE PITH OF SCRIPTURE” 259 


any ability in man to do what is good is the point in which 
Luther’s work on the Psalms goes furthest. There the 
doctrine of his “ profundior theologia” is: “We must 
account ourselves as nothing, as sinful, liars, as deed in 
God's sight: we must not trust in any merits of our own.” 
There, too, we find paradoxes such as the following: “ God 
is wonderful in His saints, the most beautiful is to Him the 
most hideous, the most infamous the most excellent ; 
whoever thinks himself upright, with him God is not pleased. 

. In the recognition of this lie the pith of the Scripture 
and the kemel of the heavenly grain.” Such expressions 
are, it is true, not unlike what we sometimes hear from the 
Church’s theologians and saints, but in the light of the 
Commentary on Romans they become more important as 
signs of transition, 








We must not forget, in view of the numerous enigmas 
which the boldness of the Commentary on Romans presents, 
that it bears merely a semi-public character and was not 
intended for publication. In this work, destined only for 
the lecture-room, Luther did not stop to weigh or fine down 
his words, but gave the reins to his impulse, thus offering 
us @ so much the more interesting picture of his inmost 
thoughts. 

Some important particulars, in which this work differs 
from other public utterances made by Luther about the 
same time, are to be explained by the familiarity with which 
he is speaking to his pupils. 

In the sormons on the Ten Commandments, published in 1518 
but preached in the two preceding years and consequently 
intended for general consumption, he speaks diffcrontly of 
concupiscence than in the Commentary. In the sermons he 
declares that desires so long as they are involuntary are certainly 
not sinful. He oven says to a man who ia troubled on seeount 
of hia involuntary temptations againat purity: “No, no, you 
have not lost your chastity by such thoughta; on tho contrary, 
you have never beon more chaste if you aro only sure they came 
to you against your will. . . . It is a true sign of a lively sense of 
chastity when'e man feels displeasure, and it need ‘not even 
be absolute displeasure, otherwise there would be no attraction 
he ia in an uncertain state, now willing, now unwilling. 








In 


2 Cp. Braun, “ Coneupisrens,” p. 74 £., who sees in such passages 
the trace of ““Augustinian-Bernardine piety," which formed “the 
inner link between Luther and (the mystic) Staupitz.”” 
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the struggle for chastity tho little bark is tossed hither and 
thither on the waters, while [according to the gospel] Christ 
is asleep within. Rouse Chriat so that He may command the 
200, i.e. tho ech, and tho wind, i.o, the dovil.”! In the public 
Indulgence theses of 1517, he is also careful not to express his 
erroneous views on grace and the nature of man. It is character 
istic of him how he changes even the form of expression when 
repeating an assertion which is also mado in the Commentary on 
Romans. In the Commentary he had written, that too great 
catcem of outward works led to @ too frequent granting of 
Indulgences, and that the Pope and the Bishops were more cruel 
then cruelty itself if they did not freely grant the same, or even 
greator Indulgences, for God's sake and tho good of souls, seeing, 
that they themsalves had received all they had for nothing.? This 
violent utterance here appears as the expression of his own 
opinion. In the thoscs, howover, he presents the samo viow to 
the public with much greater caution ; he says, these and 
similar objections brought forward by scrupulous laymen, were 
caused, contrary to the wishes of the Pope, by dissolute Indulg- 
ence preachers ; one might hear ‘such-like calumnious charges 
and subtle questions from seculars,”” and they must ‘' be taken into 
‘account and answered.”* 














The ideas contained in the Commentary on Romans are 
also to be met. with in the other lectures which followed. 
Of this the present writer convinced himself by glancing 
through the Vatican copies. The approaching publication 
of the copies in the “ Anfange reformatorischer Bibelaus- 
Iegung,” of Johann Ficker, a work which commenced 
with the Commentary on Romans, will supply further 
details, The character of the Wittenberg Professor is, 
however, such that we may expect some surprising revela- 
tions. Generally speaking, a movement in the direction of 
the doctrine of “ faith alone” is noticeable throughout his 
work, 

In view of Ficker’s forthcoming edition it will suffice to 
quote a few excerpts from the Commentary on the Epistle 
to the Hebrews of 1517, according to the Vatican MS. 
(Pal. lat. 1825).* They show that the author in his exegesis 
of this Epistle is imbued with the same idea as in the Com- 
mentary on Romans, namely, that Paul exalts (in Luther's 

1“ Werke,"" Weim. ed., 1, p. 486. 

1 Sohol. Rom.,"" p. 243. 

* Thes., 81 seq, 00. “ Opp. Lat. var,” 1, p. 291 seg. Weim. ed., 1, 
Pp. 626, 637. 


‘Regarding this MS. see Ficker’s Introduction to the Com- 
mentary on Romans, p. xxix. f, 
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sense) the redemption in Christ, and Grace, in opposition to 
righteousness by works. They also betray how he becomes 
gradually familiar with the doctrine that faith alone justifles, 
without any longer placing humility in the foreground as 
the intermediary of justification as he once had done, 


On folio 46 of tho MS. ho soya: ‘We should notice how 
Poul in this Epistle extols graco as ageinst the pride of the 
Jaw and of human righteousness (*eztollit advereus auperbiam’ 
ete.). He proves that without Christ neither tho law. nor the 
priesthood, nor prophecy, nor the service of angela sufficed, but 
that all thoso wore catablished with a view to the coming Christ. 
It is therefore his intention to teach Christ only.’” 

On folio 117 Luther sets forth tho differenco betwoon 
“ purity in the New and in the Old Testament.” In the New Law 
the Blood of Christ brings inward purification. “ As conscience 
cannot alter sin that. haa been committed and ia utterly unable to 
eocape the future wrath, it is neccswsarily terrified and oppressed 
wherever it turns. From this state of distress it can be released 
only by the Blood of Christ. If it looks in faith upon this Blood, 
it belisves and knows that by the same its sins are washed away 
and removed. Thus it is purified by faith end at the same time 
quieted, #0 that, in joy over the remission of its gins, it no longer 
fears punishment. No law can assist in this purification, no 
works, in fect nothing but the Blood of Christ alone (‘ad hane 
munditiam . . . nihil nisi unicus hie eanguis Christi facere 
potest '), and even this cannot accomplish it unless man believes in 
his heart that it has been shed for the remission of sin. For it ia 
necessary to believe tho testator when He says: 'This Blood 
which shell be shed for you and for many unto the remission of 
sins,’ 

From Paul's words he goes on to infer that “* good works dono 
outaide of grace are sina, in tho senso that they may be called 
dead works. For if, without the Blood of Christ, conscience 
is moorally impure, it can only perform what corresponds with 
ite nature, namely, what is impure... .” Folio 117°: “It 
follows that 8 good, pure, quiet, happy conscience can only be 
the result of faith in the forgiveness of sins. But this is founded 
only on the Word of God, which assures us that Christ’s Blood 
was shed unto the remission of ains.”” 

Folio 118: "It follows that those who contomplate the euffer- 
ings of Christ only from compassion, or from some other reason 
than in order to attain to faith, contemplate them to little 
purpose, and in a heathenish manner. . . . ‘Che more frequently 
we look upon the Blood of Christ the more firmly must we believe 
that it was shed for our own sins; for this is ‘to drink and eat 
spiritually,’ to grow strong through this feith in Christ and to 
become incorporated in Him.” 





























CHAPTER VII 


SOME PARTICULARS WITH REGARD TO THE OUTWARD 
CIRCUMSTANCES AND INWARD LIFE OF LUTHER AT THE 
TIME OF THE CRISIS 


1. Luther as Superior of eleven Augustinian Houses 


His election as Rural Vicar, which took place at the eon- 
vocation of the Order at Gotha (on April 29, 1515), had 
raised Luther to a position of great importance in his 
Congregation. 

He had, within a short time, risen from being Sub-Prior 
and Regent of the Wittenberg House of Studies to be the 
chief dignitary in the Congregation after Staupitz, the Vicar- 

eral. The office was conferred on him, as was customary, 
for a period of three years, ive. till May, 1518. Of the 
eleven monasteries which formed the District the two most 
important and influential were Erfurt and Wittenberg. 
The others were Dresden, Herzberg, Gotha, Langensalza, 
Nordhausen, Sangershausen, Magdeburg and Noustadt on 
the Orla, to which Eisleben was added, when, in July, 1515, 
Staupitz and Luther presided at the opening of a new 
monastery there. As Staupitz was frequently absent from 
the District, the demands made on the activity of the new 
Superior were all the greater. 

At this time too his professorial Bible studies and his 
efforts to clear up the confusion and difficulties existing in 
his mind must have kept him fully occupied. In addition 
to this there was the dissension within the Order itself on 
the question of observance and of the constitution, a dis- 
pute which required for its settlement a man filled with 
zeal for the spiritual welfare of the monastcrics, and one 
thoroughly devoted to the exalted traditional aims of 
the Congregation. ‘ 

The mordant discourse on the “ Little Saints ”’ which 
the fiery Monk delivered on May 1 at the Gotha meeting 

22 





s00gle WERE TE , 


LUTHER’S ASSOCIATES. 263 


showed in what dircetion the influence of the new Rural 
Vicar would be exerted. Johann Lang, his friend who was 
present at the time, had a good reason for sending this 
discourse to Mutian, the head of the Humanists at Gotha; 
the bitter critic of the “ uncharitable self-righteous ” gave 
promise of the establishing of a freer ideal of life in the Order, 
and so original and powerful a speaker was certain to be 
strong enough to draw others with him. 

What has been preserved of Luther’s correspondence with 
the priorics and the monks of his District is unfortunately 
very meagre; the remarkable rapidity with which the 
Lutheran innovations spread among the Augustinians 
speaks, however, at a later date very plainly of the powerful 
influence which he had exerted on his brother monks during 
the ycars that he held the office of Rural Vicar, The first 
result of his influence was to bring into the ascendant a 
conception of the aims of the Order differing from that of 
the Observantines. Hand in hand with this went the 
recruiting of followers for his new theological ideas and for 
the so-called Augustinian or Pauline movement, of which 
the Wittenberg Faculty was the headquarters. 

Johann Lang prepared the ground for Luther at the 
Erfurt monastery, whither he went in 1515 and where he 
became Prior in 1516, The Augustinian, George Spenlein, 
Luther’s Wittenberg friend, to whom he addressed the 
curious, mystical letter on Christ’s righteousness (above, 
P. 88f,), became, later on, a Lutheran preacher and parson 
at Arnstadt. Luther, during his Vicariate, had as Prior at 
Wittenberg his friend Wenccslaus Link, who was also 
Doctor and Professor in the Theological Faculty. He was, 
however, rclicved of his office of Prior in 1516, left Wittenberg 
and went to Munich as preacher, whence he removed to 
Nuremberg at the beginning of 1517; in that town he 
became later a zealous promoter of the Reformation, The 
friendship which Luther had formed at Wittenberg with 
George Spalatin, the astute courtier in priest’s dress, was, 
however, of still greater importance to him in his work both 
within the Order and outside, Spalatin, who had received 
a humanist training under Marschalk and Mutian at Erfurt, 
came in 1511 to Wittenberg, where he entered the family 
of the Elector as tutor to his two nephews, and, in 1513, was 
promoted to the office of Court Chaplain and private seere- 
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tary to the Elector. He readily undertook the management. 
at Court of the business im connection with the pricrics 
under Luther’s supervision, and, later on, contrived by his 
influence in high quarters to promote the spread of the 
religious innovations. 

‘The letters which Luther wrote as Vicar he signed, as a 
rule, “Frater Martinus Luther,” though sometimes “ Luder, 
Augustinensis,” usually with the addition “ Vicarius,” and 
on one occasion “ Vicarius Districtus,” which, needless to 
say, does not mean “ the strict vicar” as it has been mis- 
translated, but refers to his office as Rural Vicar of the 
District. 

In these letters, chiefly in Latin, which Luther addressed 
to his monasterics, we meet with some pages containing 
beautiful and inspiring thoughts. ‘There ean be no question 
that he knew how to intervene with cnergy where abuses 
called for it, just as he also could speak words of consolation, 
encouragement and kindly admonition to those in fault. 
The letters also contain some exhortations, well-worded 
and full of picty, tending to the moral advancement of 
zealous members of the Order. The allusions to faith in 
Christ, our only help, and the absolute inadequacy of human 
effort, are, however, very frequent, though he does not here 
express his new theological opinions so definitely as he 
docs in expounding St. Paul. 


To Johann Lang, who, as Prior of the Erfurt house, met with 
many difficulties from his subordinates, he writes comforting and 
consoling him: “ Be strong and the Lord will be with you ; call 
to mind that you aro set up for a sign which shall be contradicted 
(Luke ii. 34), to the one, indeed, a good odour unto life, to 
another an odour of doath (2 Cor. ii. 16). At Erfurt, aa the 
same lotter hows, he hed to intervene in the interests of discipline, 
In order that no complainta might be brought against the Prior 
by tho brethren on account of tho expenses for food and drink in 
entertaining guests and for the keep of those wha collected the 
alms (terminarii) he orders an exact account to be kept of such 
expenses ; the hostel for guests might, he says, become a real 
danger to the monastery if not properly regulated ; the monastery 
must not be turned into 8 beer-house or tavern, but must remain 
religious house. To uphold “the honour of ‘the Reverend 
Father Vicar,” Staupitz, he directed that three contumacious 
monks should be removed, by way of punishment, from Erfurt 
to @ less important conyent, On the occasion of some un- 
pleasantness which Lang experienced from his brother monks, 


} May 20, 1616, “ Briefwochsol,” 1, p. 37 {. 
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Luther impressed on him that, after receiving this blow on the 
one cheek, he should bravely present tho other sls; “and this 
ig not the last and worst slap you will have to endure, for God's 
wisdom ia as yot playing with you and preparing you for greater 
struggles. 

“Bo mild and friendly to the Prior of Nuremberg,” he says 
to him at a later dato; “it is necessary to be so, just because 
ho is harsh and unfriendly. One who is sovero cannot get 
the better of a hard man, but he who is mild can, just. as one devil 
cannot overcome another, but the fingor of Cod must do thia."* 

And again, ‘‘ As regards the Lrother who has fallon away, take 
pity on him in the Lord. He has forsaken you, led astray by 
impiety, but you must not on that secount be wanting in charit: 
and turn your back upon him. Do not, take the seandal too mue 
to heart. Wo havo been called, baptised and ordained in order 
to bear the burdens of others, for this reason the office clothes 
our own wrotchedness with honour, We must, according to the 
proverb, ourselves cover our neighbour's shame, as Christ was, 

ill ia, and for all eternity will be our covering, as it is written : 
“Thou art a priest for ever’ (Heb. v. 6). Therefore beware of 
dosiring to be so cloan thet you will not allow yourself to be 
touched by what is unclean, or of refusing to put up with un- 
cleanness, to covor it over and to wipe it away. You have been 
Taised to'a post of honour, but the task it involves is to bear 
dishonour. It on the cross and on affronts that we must pride 
‘ourselves, 

‘At the commencement of the autumn term in 1516, he com- 
plained that Leng waa sending him too many brothers to study at 
‘Wittenberg, more in fact than he was able to provide for,‘ and 
Jeter, aa the reason for his concern, he mentions that the Witten- 
borg house already numbered 41 inmates, of whom 22 were priests 
and 12 atudents, “who all have to live on our more than scanty 
means; but the Lord will provide." 

At that time it was feared that Wittenberg might suffer from 
an attack of tho plague which was raging in the vicinity, and 
which actually did break out there in October. Luther reassures 
the troubled Prior of Erfurt, who had besought him to depart : 
"Tt is possible that the plague may interfere with the lectures on 
tho Epistle to the Galatians which I have just commenced, But, 
£0 far, it only snatches away two or three victims daily at most, 
and sometimes even fewer. And whither should I flee? I 
trust the heavens will not fall even should brother Martin be 























1 August 30, 1516, “ Briefwechsol,” 1, p. 49. 

+ In September (1), 1516, ibid, p. 67. 

* October 5, 1516, thid., p. 60. “The expression oo 
occurs frequently in his writings, thus it appears in “Schol. Rom. 
P. 334, whore Gal. vi. I ("' Ader aléeriua onera portate") is rendered : 
* Alter alterius ignomintam portate" ; Christ too willingly bore 
our shame. 

tember (2), 1516, “ Briotwechsel,”” Ly p. Ss 
* October 26, 1516, ttd,, p. 67. 
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stricken. I shall send the brothers away and distribute them 
should the mise increase ; I have been appointed here and 
obedience doos not allow of my taking flight, unless a new order 
be imposed on me to obey, Not as though 1 do not fear death, 
Lam not 6 Poul but mercly an expounder of Paul; but I trust 
that the Lord will deliver mo from my fear.” 

‘When a member of tho Teutonic Order sought for admission 
into the Augustinian house at Neustadt, Luther instructed the 
Prior there, Michael Drossel (Tornator) to observe very carefull 
the ecclesiastical and conventual regulations provided for suc 
caso. “ Wo must, it ix true, work with (od in the exocation of 
this pious project,’? he writes, “but we shall do thia not by 
allowing tho ideas of the individual, however pious his intentions 
may be, to decide the matter, but by carrying out the prescribed 
law, the regulations of our predecessors, and the decrees of the 
Fathers : whoover seta theso aside need not hope to advance or 
find salvation, however good his will may be.”* 

‘This Prior also hed complained of the numerous contraricties 
which he experionced from his subordinates, and that ho was 
unable to enjoy any peace of soul. Luther says to him among 
other things :?-* Tho man whom no one troubles is not at peace, 
that is rather the peace of this world, but the man to whom people 
bring all their troubles and who nevertheless remaina calm and 
boars everything that happens with joy. You say with Isracl : 
* Peace, peace, and there is no peace !? Say rather with Christ : 
the cross, the cross, there is no cross.! The cross will at once 
coase to be @ cross when @ man accepts it joyfully and says : 
Blessed cross, sacred wood, so holy and venerable! ... He 
who with readiness embraces the cross in everything that he 
fools, thinks and understands will in time find the fruit of his 
suffering to be swevt peace, ‘That is God's posce, under which our 
thoughts and desiros must bo hidden in order that they may be 
nailed to tho cross, i.e. to tho cross of contradiction and oppression, 
Thus ia peace truly established above all our thinking and 
desiring, and becomes the most. procious jewel. ‘Therofore take 
up all these disturbances of your peace with joy and clasp them 
to you as holy relics, instead of endeavouring to sock posco 
eccording to your own ideas." 

When Luther afterwards visited the monastery of this same 
Prior, on the occasion of an official visitation, ho found the 
community estranged from its head. He did not at that time 
take any steps, but after a few weeks he suddenly removed 
Michacl Dressel from his office. In confidence he informed 
Johann Lang, rather cryptically, that; ‘I did this because I 
hoped to rule there myself for the helf-year.”* Do the words 











"1, p. 68. *Juno 22, 1516,ibid.,p. 42. *Tbidy p. 43. 
Gp. Luther's Indulgence theses, 02 and 03, where pas, pas,’ 
‘Gruz, cruz” aro repeated in the sameway, “Opp, Lat. var,” 2, 
p20." Werke," Weim. ed., 1, p. 623. 

§ October 26, 1516, “Bricfwechsel” 1, p. 68: “Feet ideo, quod 
eperabam, me spsumn illic ad medium annum regnaturam,” 
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perhaps mean that he was anxious to secure 8 victory for that 
ty in the Ozder which was devoted to himsclf and opposed to 
1, who on this hypothesis was an Observantine ? His 
‘action was peculiar from the fact that his letter addrossed to the 
community st Neustadt and to Drosel himself gave no reason 
for tho moaeuro against the Prior other than that the brothers 
were unable to live with him in peace and agreement; the Prior, 
ho says, hed always had the best intentions, but it is not enough 
for a Superior to be good and pious, ‘it is also necessary that the 
othora should be at peaco and in agreement with him; when a 
Superior's mossures fail to cotablish concord, then he should 
revoke them.* Still more unusual than euch advico was the 
circumstance that Luther would not allow the Prior to make any 
dofence, and cut short any excuses by his sudden action. In 
another letter to the monks he justified his measure simply by 
stating that thore was no peace. In short, the rebellious monks 
speedily got the better of the Superior whom they disliked. Tho 
ox-Prior, Luther tells him, rust on no account murmur bocauso 
hho has been judged without a hearing ("quis te non auditum 
fudicaverim"); ho hinaself (Luther) was convinced of his good 
will and also hoped that all the inmates of tha convent were 
grateful to him for the good intontions which he had displayed. 
In tho new election ordered by the Rural Vicar, Heinrich Zwotzo 
was chosen as Prior. Of tho latter or how the matter ended 
nothing more is known. 


The office of Rural Vicar required above all, that, when 
making his regular visitation of the religious houses, the 
Viear should have a personal interview with each brother, 
hear what he had to say, and give him any spiritual direction 
of which he might stand in need. We learn the following 
of a visitation of this kind which Luther made in 1516: 
At the Gotha monastery the whole of the visitation occupied 
only one hour; at Langensalza two hours. He informs 
Lang: “In these places the Lord will work without us and 
direct the spiritual and tomporal affairs in spite of the devil.’ 
He at once proceeded on the same journey to the house 
at Nordhausen and then on to those at Eisleben and Magde- 
burg. In two days the Rural Vicar was back in his beloved 
Wittenberg. There is no doubt that such summary treat- 
ment of his most important dutics was not favourable to 
discipline. 

‘At Leitzkau the Augustinians possessed rights over the 
large fisheries and Luther was intimate with the local 
Cistereian Provost. When the Provost, George Maskov, 


+ September 25, 1516, * yp. BE 
* May 29, 1516, ibid, p. 








Google eRe . 


268 LUTHER THE MONK 


asked him how he should behave towards a brother monk 
who had sinned grievously, seeing that he himself was a still 
greater offender, Luther replied, saying, among other things, 
that he ought certainly to punish him, for, as a rule, it was 
necessary to exercise discipline towards those who are 
better than ourselves. “We are all children of Adam, 
therefore we do the works of Adam.” But “ our authority 
is not ours, but God's.” Pcrhaps God desired to help 
that brother on the road of sin, namely, through shame. 
“It is God Who docs all this.”1 And in another letter he 
says to the Provost :? “If many of your subjects are on the 
way to moral ruin, yet you must not for that reason disquiet 
them all. It is better quietly to save a few... . Let 
the cockel grow together with the whest ... for it is 
better to bear with the many for the sake of the few than 
to ruin the few on account of the many.” In a mystical 
vein he says: ‘Pray for me, for my life is daily drawing 
nearer to hell (i.e. the lower world, ‘ inferno appropinguavit,’ 
Ps. Ixxxvii. 4), as I also become worse and more wretched 
day by day.”? 

Bodily infirmities were then pressing hard upon him in 
consequence of his many labours and spiritual trials, while 
much of his time was swallowed up by his lectures which 
were still in progress. 


2, The Monk of Liberal Views and Independent Action 


With regard to his own life as a religious and his con- 
ception of his calling Luther was, at the time of the ri 
still far removed from the position which he took up later, 
though we find already in the Commentary on Romans 
views which eventually could not fail to place him in oppo- 
sition to the religious state. 

‘What still bound him to the religious life was, above all, 
the ideal of humility, which his mystical ideas had developed. 
He also recognised fully the binding nature of his vows. 
According to him man cannot stecp himsdf sufficiently in 





4 May 17, 1917, Dike neakae? 1, pe 98 

* Undated (1516 2), ibid., 

# From the lotior onthe Of 1916, iid, p. 78“ Confer tlt, quod 
vita mea in dics appropinguat inferno, quia quotidie peior jio et 
miserior." 
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his essential nothingness before the Eternal God, and vows 
are an expression of such submission to the Supreme Being. 





To love is to hate and condemn oneself, yea even to wish 
evil to oneself.” “Our good is hidden so deeply that it is con- 
cealed under its opposite; thus life is hidden under death, real 
egotism under hatred of self, honour under shame, salvation 
under destruction, a kingdom under exile, heaven under hell, 
wisdom under foolishness, righteousness under sin, strength 
under wealmess ; indeed all our affirmation of any good is 
concealed under ite negation in order that faith in God, Who ia 
the negation of all, may remain supreme .. . thus ‘ our life is 
hidden with Christ in God ’ (Col. iii. 3), i.e. in tho negation of all 
that can be felt, possessed and apprehended. . . . That is tho 
good which wo must desire for ourselves," ho says to his brother 
monies, “then only are we good when we recognise the good Cod 
and our ovil self.’ 

Ho says olsowhere regarding vows: “All things are, it is true, 
free to us, but by means of vows we can offer them all up out of 
love: when this has once taken place, then they are necessary, 
not by their nature but on account of the vow which hea been 
taken voluntarily. Then we must be careful to keep the vows 
with the samo lovo with which we took thom upon us, otherwise 
they are not kept at all.”* In many points he gocs further then 
the Rule itself in the mystical demands he makes upon the 
mombors of the Order. 

















In other respects Luther’s requirements not only fall 
far short of what is nceessary, but even the ordinary monastic 
duties fare badly at his hands. If it is the interior word which 
is to guide the various actions, and if without the “ spirit” 
they are nothing, indeed would be better left undone, then 
what place is left to the common observance of the monastic 
Rule and the numerous pious practices, prayers and acts 
of virtue to which a regular time and place are assigned ? 
From the standpoint of his pscudo-mystical perfection 
he criticises with acerbity the recitation of the Office in 
Choir; also the “‘unreasonablencss and superstition of 
Pious founders of bencfices,” who, as it were, ‘desired to 
purchase prayers” at certain fixed times. Founders of a 
monastery ought not to have prescribed the recitation of 
the Office in Choir on their behalf; by so doing they 
wished to sccure their own salvation and well-being before 
God, instead of making their offerings purely for God’s 
sake. Such remarks plainly show that he was already far 





2“ Schok Rom," p. 2101 * Ibid., p. 317. 
* Lid, p. 291, 
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removed in spirit from a right appreciation of his Order. 
He had also expressed himself against the mendicancy 
practised by the Augustinians, and yet the Order was a 
Mendicant Order and the collecting of alms one of its 
essential statutes. 

Nevertheless, again and again he speaks in lofty language 
of the value of the lowliness of the religious life. Now 
especially, he writes in the Commentary on Romans 
under the influence of his mystical  theologia erucis,” it is 
a good thing to be a religious, better than during the last two 
centuries, Why? Because now monks are no longer so 
highly esteemed as formerly, they are hated by the world 
and looked upon as fools, and are “persecuted by the 
bishops and clergy”; therefore the religious ought to 
rejoice in their cross and in their state of humiliation,* 





Whoever takes vows imposes upon himself ‘‘a new law "’ out 
of love for God; he voluntarily renounces his own freedom in 
order to obey his superiors, who stand in God's place. Tho 
vows aro for him indissoluble bonds, but bonds of love.‘ Who- 
ever wishoa to enter tho cloister,” he aays,¢ “ becauaa he thinks 
ho cannot otherwise bo saved, ought not to entor, Wo must 
beware of exemplifying the proverb : ‘despair makes 8 moni’; 
despair never made 8 monk, but only adevil.* We must enter 
from the motive of love, namely, becauss we pereoive the weight 
of our sins and are desirous of offering our Lord something great 
out of love; for this reason wo ancrifice to Him our frasdom, 
assure tho dress of @ fool, and submit to tho performance of 
lowly offices." 

His complaints sre very serious and certainly somewhat 
projudiced, owing partly to his new theology, partly to his wrong 
perception of the facta. 

“Whoever keeps his vows with repugnance ia behaving aacri- 
legiously.""© Even he who is animated by the best of motives 
scarcely acts from perfect love, but when this is entirely absent, 
he says, “we sin even in our good works,”? Many who falfl 
their religioua duties merely from routino and with indolence 
* are apostates though they do not appear to be such,” and in hia 
excessive zeal he continues: “the religious in the Church to-day 
are held captive under a Mosaic bondage, and together with them 
the clergy and the laity because they cling to the doctrines of 
men (* doctrine hominum’); wo all believe that without these 








26 Schol, Rom." p. 318, 
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there is no salvation, but that with these salvation is assured 
without any further effort on our part.’ 

‘On tho samo occasion ho allows himself to be carried away 
from the subject of monasticism to the complaints regarding the 
too frequent Feasts and Fasta and tho formalism pervading the 
whole life of the Church, to which we referred on page 297. Re- 
turning to the monks, he decleres that he finds the interior man 
so greatly lacking in them that (without considering the many 
exceptions) they were the cause of the hostile attitude which the 
world assumed towards them. “Instead of rejoicing in shame, 
they are only monks in appearance; but I know that if thoy 

Jove they would bo the happiest of men, happicr than 
‘the old hermits, because they are daily exposed to the cross 
and contempt. But to-day there is no class of men more 
presumptuous than they.’ 

At the same time, however, he blames the rel 
00 zealous for his liking, saying : “ they aro desirous of imitating 
the works of the Saints and are proud of their Founders and 
Fathers ; but this is merely trampery, because they wish to do the 
same great works themselves and yet neglect the spirit ; they are 
like the Thomists and Scotists and the other sects, who defend 
tho writings and words of their pet authors without cultivating 
the spirit, yea rather stifling it . . . but they are hypocrites, as 
Sainte they aro not holy, ea rightoous thoy aro anything but 
righteous, and, while ostensibly performing good works, they, in 
fact, do nothing.” * 

And what sort of works do the religious perform? “In the 
same way that nowadays all workmen ara as lary aa though they 
were asleep all day, so roligioua and priests sleep at their prayer 
from laziness, both spiritually and corporally ; they do every- 
thing with the utmost indolence ... this fault is a0 wide- 
spread that there is hardly one who is free from it.”* ‘* Now,” 
he exclaims passionately, speaking of the monks and clergy, 
‘almost. all follow their vocation against their will and with- 
out any love for it.” ‘How many there are who would gladly 
let everything go, ceremonies, prayers, rules and all, if the Pope 
would only dispense from them, as indeed he could.” “We 
ought to perform these things willingly and gladly, not from fear 
of remorso of conscience, or of punishment, or from the hope of 
reward and honour. But supposing it were left free to each one 
to fast, pray, oboy, go to church, otc., I believe that in ono year 
everything would be at an end, all the churches empty and the 
altars forsaicen.’’* Ho does not remember that shortly before he 
had been complaining that outward observances were taken too 
seriously so that they wera looked upon as necessary means of 
salvation (‘ sine his non esse salutem'"), that “the whole of ro- 
ligion was medo to consist in their fulfilment to the neglect of the 
actual commandments of God, of faith and love,” and that the 
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“lower classes observe them under the impression that their 
eternal salvation depends upon thom.”! ‘Those complaints, too, 
ho had redoubled when speaking of the religious, 

According to the testumony of tho religious and theological 
literature of that day, the monestic Orders were better in- 
structed in the meaning and importance of outward observances 
then Luther here eesumes. Expounders of the Rules and 
ascetical writers speak an altogether different language. In tho 
monasteries the distinction between the observances which were 
‘enjoined under pain of grievous sin and were, therefore, under no 
circumstances to be omittod, and such as wero binding under tho 
Rule but not under pain of sin, was well understood, and a third 
eatogory was allowed, viz. such as were undertaken voluntarily, 
for instance, the construction of churches, or their adornment. 
It was also known, and that not only in religious houses—for the 
Popular manuals of thet day set it forth clearly—that for an 
‘action to be good the motive of perfect love, which Luther 
represented as indispensable,* was not requisite, but that other 
religious motives, such aa tho fear of punishment of sin, wore 
sufficient though it was, indeed, desirable to rise to » higher 
level. Above all, it was well known that the disinclination 
‘towards what is good, which springs from man's sensual nature 
like the temptation to indolence which still held eway even in 
religious, are not ain but may be made the aubject of a 
meritorious strugglo. 

‘The formelism which it is truo was widely prevalent in the 
religious life at that time was due not 80 much to a faulty con- 
coption of the religious state aa to the inadequate fulfilment of its 
obligations and its ideals. ‘This deterioration waa not. likely 
to be remedied by tho application of the mistalzon idea which 
Luther advocated, namcly, that not the slightest trace of human 
weakness must be allowed to enter into the performance of good 
works, otharmise they became utterly worthless, His stipulation 
that everything must be done from the highest ‘‘spiritua internus,” 
could only be tho reault of his extravagant mysticiam. The 
Rulos of no Order, not even that of tho Augustinians, wont s0 
far os this. Yot the Rule of Luther’s Augustinian Congregation 
did not seek merely outward, Pherisaical carrying out of its 
regulations, but a life where the dutics of the religious state were 
performed in accordance with the inward spirit of the Order. 

Luther's master, the Augustinian Johann Paltz, emphasises 
this spirit very strongly in the instructions which he issued for 
the preservation of the true ideals of the Order. 

“Love,” he there says, “’ pays more heed to the inward than 
to the outward, but the spirit of the world mocks st what is 
inward and scts great value on what is outward.” He opposed 
the principles tending to formalism and the deterioration of 


» p. 216 F 
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the religious lifo and shows himself to be imbued with a true and 
deep appreciation of his profession. He entitles that portion 
of his treatise dirocted against deviations from the Rule 
“Concerning the wild beasts who lay waste the religious lite.” 
‘He writes with so much feeling and in so vivid a manner that the 
reador of to-day almost fancies that he must have foreseen the 
approaching storm and the destruction of his Congregation, 
‘Ho scourges those who allow themselves to be led away by tho 
appearance of what is good (“ sub specie boni”), who introduc 
new roads to perfection according to their own ideas and require 
men to do what lies boyond them; they thus ondanger the 
carrying out of tho ordinary good works and practicos of the 
religious life which all were able to perform. ‘This, he says, was a 
temptation of the enemy from the beginning, who seduced such 
innovators to rely upon their own ideas and to consider them- 
selves alone es good, wise and enlightened. ‘If the Babylonians 
[this is the name he gives to the instigators of auch disturb- 
ances] force their way into the Order and if they obtain the upper 
hand, that will be the end of discipline, or at least it will be under- 
mined ; but if tho spirits of Jerusalem [the city of Peace] retain 
the mastery, then the religious life will flourish and its develop- 
ment will not be hindered by certain defects which aro, as a 
matter of fact, unavoidablo in this life.” ‘These words are found 
in book written by the clear-sighted and zealous Augustinian 
and published at Erfurt the year before Luther bexged for 
admittance et the gate of the Augustinian monastery of that 
town.! The monk of liberal views was already on the point 
of becoming to his Order one of the “Babylonians ” above 
referred to. 

Luther wished to introduce into the r 
ideas begotten of his mysticism, at the oxpense of the observances 
which all were bound to fulfil." In this connection it should not 
bea forgotten that Tauler, the teacher whom Luther so much 
admired, had shown that religious obedience if exercised in the 
right spirit was eapable, by the observance of tho Rule in small 
matters, of leading to greater perfection than could be arrived at 
by the performance of great works or by contemplation when 
these were self-chosen. Luther must have been acquainted with 
the instructive story which Tauler relates and which waa often 
told in conventual houses, of tho Child Jeaus and the nun. The 
Divine Child appears to her during her meditation, but, on being 
suddenly called sway to perform some allotted task and obeying 
the summons, as 6 reward she finds on hor return the Divino 
Child wearing a still more benign and friendly countenance, and 
her visitor is also at pains to point out to hor that the humble 
task for which aho had left Him, pleases Him better than the 
meditation in which she had beon engaged when He first appeared 
to her. 
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Teachers of Tauler’s stamp inculeated on monks and laymen 
alike the highest esteem for small and insignificant tasks when 
performed in compliance with obedience to the duties of one's state, 
whatever it might be. It was unfair to the religious life and at 
the same time to true Christian mysticism when Luther at a later 
date, after his estrangement from the Order, in emphasising the 
works which please God in the secular life, saw fit to speak as 
though this view had hitherto been unknown. 

Taulor had summed up the doctrine already well known in 
earlier ages in the beautiful words: “When the most trivial 
work is performed in real and simple obedience, such a work of 
an obedient man is nobler and better and more pleasing to God 
and is more profitable and moritorious than all tho grest works 
which he may do hero below of his own choice." Every artisan 
and peasant is able, according to Tauler, to serve God in perfect 
ovo in his humble calling ; he need not neglect his work to tread 
the paths of sublime charity and lofty prayer. The mystic 
illustrates this also by a little anecdote: “I know one who is & 
very great friend of God and who has been all his days a farm- 
labourer, for more than two score years, He once asked our Lord 
whether he should leave his calling and go and sit in the churches. 
But the Lord said No, and that he was to earn his bread with the 
sweat of his brow and thus honour His true and noble Blood. 
Every man must choose some suitable time by day or by night 
during which he may go to tho root of things, oach one as best 
he can? 








Luther, during the time of his crisis, was not only a monk 
of dangcrously wide views, but he was also inclincd to take 
liberties in practice. 

There is a great dearth of information with regard to the 
way in which Luther practised at that time the virtues of 
the religious life, and from his own statements we do not 
learn much, He complains, in 1516, to his friend Leiffer, 
the Erfurt Augustinian: “J am sure and know from my 
own expericnce, from yours too, and, in fact, from the 
gencral experience of all whom I have seen troubled, that 
it is merely the false wisdom of our own ideas which is the 
origin and root of our disquietude. For our eye is evil, 
and, to speak only of myself, into what painful misery has 
it brought me and still continues to bring me.”* 

Luther, whose capacity for work was enormous, flung 
himsclf into the employments which pressed upon him, 
‘He reserved little time for sclf-examination and for culti- 
vating his spiritual life. In addition to his lectures, his 


2 Brann, “ Conenpiseenz,” p. 28% 
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studies, the direetion of the younger monks, his sermons, 
whether at the monastery or in the parish church, and the 
heavy correspondence which devolved on him as Vicar, he 
also undertook various other voluntary labours, Frequently 
he had several sermons to preach on the same day, and 
with his correspondence he was scarcely able to cope. This 
was mercly a prelude to what was to come, During the 
first ycars after his public apostasy he himself kept four 
printing presses at work, and besides this had a vast amount 
‘of other business to attend to. His powers of work were 
indeed amazing. 

In 1516 in a letter he tells his friend Lang of his engage- 
ments. “I really ought to have two secretaries or chan- 
cellors. I do hardly anything all day but write letters. 
«++I am at the same time preacher to the monastery, 
have to preach in the refectory and am even expected to 
preach daily in the parish church. I am Regent of the 
Studium [i.c. of the younger monks] and Vicar, that is to 
say Prior eleven times over [i.e. of the cleven houses under 
his supervision] ; I have to provide for the delivery of fish 
from the Leitzkau pond and to manage the litigation of the 
Herzberg fellows [the monks] at Torgau; I am lecturing 
on Paul, compiling an exposition of the Psaltcr and, as I 
said before, writing Iettors most of the time.” 

“It is seldom,” he adds, “that I have time for the 
recitation of the Divine Office or to celebrate [Mass], and 
then, too, I have my pee iar temptations from the flesh, 
the world and the devil.” 

‘Thus at the time he was constantly omitting Office in 
Choir, the Breviary and the celebration of Mass, or per- 
forming these sacred dutics in the greatest haste in order 
to get back to his business. We must dwell a little on this 
confession, as it represents the only definite information we 
have with regard to his spiritual life. If, as he says, he had 
strong temptations to bewail, it should have been his first 
care to strengthen his soul by spiritual exercises and to 
implore God’s assistance in the Holy Mass and by diligence 
in Choir. Daily celebration of Mass had been earnestly 
recommended by teachers of the spiritual life to all priests, 
more particularly to those belonging to religious Orders. 
The punctual recitation of the canonical Hours, i.e. of the 

October 26, 1616, ““Briefwesksel,” 1, p. 66 f. 











gle ' 


276 LUTHER THE MONK 


Breviary, was enjoined as a most serious duty not merely 
by the laws of the Church, but also by the constitutions of 
the Augustine Congregation, The latter declared that no 
excuse could be alleged for the omission, and that whoever 
neglected the canonical Hours was to be considered as a 
schismatic. It is incomprehensible how Luther could 
dispense himself from both these obligations by alleging 
his want of time, as, according to his Rule, spiritual exercises 
especially in the ease of a Superior, took precedence of all 
other duties, and it was for him to give an cxample to others 
in the punctual performance of the same. 

There was probably another reason for his omitting to 
cclebrate Mass. 

He felt a repugnance for the Holy Sacrifice, perhaps on 
account of his frequent fits of anxiety, He say's, at a later 
date, that he never took pleasure in saying Mass when a 
monk ; this statement, however, cannot be taken to in- 
clude the very carlicst period of his priestly life, when the 
good effects of his novitiate were still apparent, for one 
reason beeause this would not agree with the enthusiasm 
of his letter of invitation to his first Mass. 








Religious services generally, ho says in 1515-16 to the young 
monks, with @ boldness which he takes little pains to conecal, 
“aro in fact to-day more a hindrance than a help’ to true piety. 
Speaking of the manner of their performance he says with mani- 
fext exaggeration, that it ix mach ax to be no longer prayer. We 
only insult miore when we recite them... . We acquire 
a false security of conscience as though wo had really prayed, 
and that ix a terrible danger !"? ‘Then he goes on to explain 
* Almost all follow their calling at the present day with distaste 
and without love, and those who are zealous place their trust 
in it and merely crucify their conscience.” He speaks of the 
“supertitious exercises of piety" which are performed from 
gross ignorance, and sets np ax the ideal, that each one should be 
at liberty to decide what he will undertake in the way of priestly 
‘or monestic observances, among which he enumerates expresaly 
“celibacy, tho tonsure, the habit and the re ion of the 
Wo sco from thin that he was not much attached 
even to the actual obligations of his profession, and we may 
fairly surmise that such @ cisposition had not come upon him 
suddenly ; these wero rather the moral accompaniments of the 
change in his theological views and really dete from an earlior 
pwriod. We ean alo recognize in them the practical resulta of 
his strong opposition to the Observantines af the Ordor, which 
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grow into an antagonism te all zeal in the religious life and in the 
service of God, and oven to the observance of the duties, great, 
or gmall, of one's state of life 

With his mystical idealism he demands, on the other hand, 
what is contrary to reason and impossible of attainment. Prayer, 
according to him, if rightly performed, is the “most strenuous 
work and calls for the groatest energy"; “the spirit must be 
raised to God by the employment of constant violones "; this 
must be done “with fear and trembling,” because the biblical 
precopt says: “work out your salvation with fear and trom- 
bling" ; in short, it is, he doclares, the most difficult and most 
tedious affair” ("dificilima et tediosissima”).! Only then is 
it not so ‘when the Spirit of God takes us bencath His wings and 
‘carries us, or whon misfortnne forces us to pray from our hearts.” 

‘Ho can describe graphically the lukewarmness and distractions 
which accompany tho recitation of the Divine Offics, and can 
do so from experience if we may trust what he says in 1638 of 
himself : “I have in my day spent much timo in the recitation 
of the canonical Hours, and often the Psalm or Hour was ended 
befor I knew whother I was at the beginning or in the middle 
of it.” 

The ironieal description which he gives in 1516 of those who 
pray with @ good intention runs as follows :* “ Thoy form their 
good intention and make @ virtue of necessity, But tho devil 
Taughs at them behind their backs and says: *put on your best 
clothes, Kitty, we aro going to have company.’*| They get up 
and go into the choir and say to thomsclves [under the impre 
that thoy are doing something pruisoworthy]: “Sve, little owl, 
how fine you aro, surely you are growing peacock’s feathers !'* 
But [ know you are like tho ass in the fablo, otherwise I should 
haye taken you for lions, you roar so; but though you havo got 
into a lion's skin, I know you by your cars! Soon, whilst they 
are praying, weariness comes ovcr them, they count up the pages 
still to bo gone through, and look at the number of verses to seo 
if they are nearly at tho end, Then they console themselves 
Uor their tepidity] with their Scotus, who teaches that a virtual 
futention suffices and an actual intention ia unnecessary. But 
the dovil says to them: ‘excellent, quite right, be at peace and 
secure!" ‘Thus we become,” so tho amusing’ description con- 
cludes, “a laugh ing-stock to our enemy.” 

He thinks he has found a way out of the dualism which formerly 
tormented him, and has become more independent. But. what 
has he found to replaco it? Merely fall tho inadoquacy 
and inconsistency of which are hidden from him by his egotisan 
and scli-deception. “This good intention,” he says uf the teaching 
of Scotus—which was perfectly correct, though liable to. be 
misunderstood, as it eertainly was by Luther—"is not so easy 
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and under our own control, as Scotus would have it to our un- 
doing; as though we possessed free.will to make good intentions 
whenever we wish! ‘That is a very dangerous and widespread 
fallacy, which leads us to carclesaness and to snore in false 
security.” Wo must, on the contrary, ho continues, prostrate 
in our cell, implore this intention of God’s mercy with ell our 
might and wait for it, instead of presumptuously producing it 
from within ourselves; and in the same way efter doing any 
good works we must not examine whether we have acted wickedly 
by deed or omission (“neque guid mali fecimus aut omisimus "), 
but with what interior fervour and gladness of heart we have 
performed tho action.» 

As the recitation of the Hours in the monastery was one of the 
duties of the day in the same way as the recitation of the Broviary 
and Office in Choir is to-day, ie. an obligation which expired 
when the day was over, it is rather surprising to hear it said of 
Luther that, ato later period, “after the rise of the Evangel 
ie. actually during his conflict with the Church}, he frequently 
shut himself up in his cell at the end of the week and recited, 
fasting, all the prayers he had omitted, until his head swam and 
he became for weeks incapable of working or hearing.” This 
strange tale about Luther reads rather differently in Melanch- 
thon’s version which he reporta having had frora Luther himself : 
“At the commencement it was Luther's custom on the days on 
which he was not obliged to preach to spend a whole day in 
repeating the Hours seven times over i.e. for the whole week], 
. for that purpose, But then Amadorf said 
‘Tf it is @ sin to omit the Breviary, then you sinned 
when you omitted it. But if it is not a sin, then why torment 
yourwlf nowt! Then when his work increased still more he 
threw away the Breviary.""* The latter statement 
be true, as Luther himsolf says in his Table-Tall 
God tore me away by force ‘ab horis eanonicis an. 1520" [2] 
when I was already writing much.” In this same passage he 
again mentions how he recited the whole of the Office for the 
soven days of the week on the Saturday and adds the historic 
comment, that, owing to his fatigue from the Saturday fast. and 
consequent sleeplessness, they had been obliged to dose him with 
“Dr. Esch’s haustam  soporiferum.”* It is therefore quite 
possible that his statements as to the circumstances under which 


4 “Scho. Rom.,” p. 321 f. 
+ ““Zeitsehr. fur Kirchengesch.,”” ed. Brieger, 4, 1886, p. 330 in 
the Dieta Melunchthoniana, given by Q. Waltz. Cp. Mathesius,  Tisch- 
an”? (Kroker), p. 155, where Luther says, in June, 1540: At 
the tine when Iwas a monk Tweaaso much occupied in lecturing, writing, 
c., that owing to my work T was unable to recite the eanonical 
raturdny: Lanade up for what Thad missed during 
veel, tuking no meals and praying the whole day, 
nevertheless, I did’ not trouble about the sense of the words, 
c people tormented by the desrves of the Popes.” 

* Aufavicl Cp. “Coll,” od. 

3, p. 236. 
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ho disponsed himself from tho Breviary may contain somo truths 
all the facta point to tho violent though confused struggle going 
on in the young Monk’s mind, 

‘Yet Luther speaks ably enough in 1517 of the urgent necessity 
of spiritual exercises, more particularly meditation on the 
Scriptures, to which tho recitation of the Office in Choir was an 
introduction: ‘ As we are attacked by countless distractions 
from without, impeded by cares and engrossed by business, and as 
all this leads us away from purity of heart, only ono remedy 
Tomains for us, viz. with great zeal to ‘exhort each other” 
(Heb. iii. 13), rouse our slumbering spirit by the Word of God, 
roading the saino continually, and hearing it aa tho Apoxtls 
exhorts.” Not long after ho is, however, compelled to write: 
“TZ know right well that I do not live in accordanco with my 
teaching." * 

‘The exertions which his feverish activity entailed avenged 
themselves on his health, He became so thin that one could 
count his ribs, as the saying is. His incessant inward 
ics also did their part in undermining his con- 
stitution. 

The outward appearance of the Monk was specially 
remarkable on account of the brillianey of his deep-sct 
cyes, to which Pollich, his professor at the University of 
Wittenberg, had already’ drawn attention (p. 86). “The 
impression which this remarkable look, which always 
remained with him, made on others, was very varied. His 
subsequent friends and followers found in his eyes something 
grand and noble, something of the eagle, while, on the other 
hand, some remarks made by his opponents on the uneanny 
effect of his magic glance will be mentioned later, Anger 
intensified this look, and the strange power which Luther 
exerted over those who opposed him, drew many under the 
spell of his influence and worked upon them like a kind of 
sugugestion.2 

Many remarked with concern on the youthful Luther's 
too great self-sullicieney. 

Ifis then pupil Johann Oldecop describes him as “a man 
of sense,” but “* proud by nature.” “He began to be still 
more haughty,” Oldecop observes, when speaking of the 


Fo Biter Adolf of Menihure, 



































1 Seio quod non vivo quer doceo. 
February 4, 1520, © Brisfweelisel 
1 Melanehthon said on on 













ording to Waltz (seo above, 








p. 278, n. 9). pod Leo huhet ocnlon xaporoin (bright-eved),. Lutleri 
‘ruli anni xaporol, at habebant Ieonem in ascendente (probably * ubex 
taut" viz. Lather in his Horoscope). Bt tales pleriemgue sunt ingenion 


hoy wore brown eyes," cireust eirenlus yilous.” 
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incipient schism. He will have it that at the University 
Luther had always shown himsclf quarrelsome and dis- 
putatious. Oldecop could never forgct that Luther, his 
professor, never held a disputation which did not end in 
strife and quarrels.* Luther's close connection with Johann 
Lang, the Augustinian and rather free-thinking Humanist, 
was also remarked upon, he says. We know from other 
sourees that Lang encouraged Luther in his peculiar ideas, 
cepecially in his mysticism and in his contempt for the 
theology of the schools. 


3, Luther's Ultra- Spiritualism and calls for Reform Is Self- 
improvement possible? Penance 


It is clear from the above, that the passionate zeal for 
reform which inspired the Augustinian proceeded chiefly 
from his pseudo-mysticism. It would, however, be incorrect 
to attribute all this zeal simply to mysticism, but neither 
would it be in accordance with the facts of history were we 
to deny the connection between his repeated complaints 
and calls for reform and his spirituslistic ideas, 

Tt may be worth while to listen here to what the youthful 
Luther had to say of the reforming notions which already 
inspired him, for it opens up a wide horizon against which 
his psychology stands out in clear rel Plans so far- 
reaching can only have been the result of the exaggerated 
and one-sided spiritualistic point of view, from which he 
regarded the perversity of the world at large, ‘The following 
passages show what were the motives which urged him on. 
He declared it to be the duty of ecclesiastical superiors to 
show more indulgence to those who scorn their position and 
“the rights and privileges of the Church,” and this from 
the motive of mystical resignation ; theologians ought to 
teach, in place of their traditional scicnec, how we arc 
“humbly to sigh after grace”; philosophy must for the 
future be silent because it is nothing but “ the wisdom of 











1 Joh, Ollecop’s “Chronik” (ed. K. Euling, Tabingen, 1891), 
pp. 36, 49. He suys of Luther's friend Lang, whowe lecture on the 
Epistle to Titus he had heard ; “dat he cin hoitferdich monniks was 
und let sik-vele bedunken,”* i.e. that he was a proud monk thinking not 
6 little of himself, 

? Jbid.,p.40. P. 17, of the Erfurt days : He spoke against everyone 
with o strange audacity and would give way to no one. P. 28: Martin 
was always wanting to be in the right and liked to pick a quarrel. 
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the flesh; lay authérities, moreover, who now begin to 
see through our wiekedness, ought to seize upon the tem- 
peralities of the Church in order that she may be set free 
to devote herself entirely to the interior Christian life. 
Luther's view of the position and actual character of the 
worldly powers at that time was absolutely untrue to life, 
and one that could have been ehcrished only by a mystic 
Jooking out on the world from the narrow walls of his cell. 
A strange self-sufficiency, of which he himself appears to 
have been utterly unaware, and which is therefore all the 
more curious, was at the root of these ideas. 

Such a tone unmistakably pervades the projcets of reform 
expressed not only in the Commentary on Romans, but 
also in his exposition of the Psalms; but a comparison of 
these two works shows the inereased stress which Luther 
Jays upon his own opinion in the later work, and the still 
greater inconsideration with which he rejects everything 
which clashes with his views, a fact which proves that Luther 
was progressing, In his Commentary on Romans he appeals 
formally to the “apostolic authority” of his Doctor's 
degree, when giving vent to the most unheard-of vitupcra- 
tion of the highest powers, ecclesiastical and lay. He 
deelares it to be his duty to reprove what he finds amiss in 
all, and almost at the same moment denounces the bishops 
who defend the rights of the Chureh as “ Pharaonici, Sathan- 
ici, Behemoticé” ; so convinced is he that their supposed 
abuse of power entitles him to reprove them.+ 

The language in which the mystic unhesitatingly passes 
the severest possible judgments could scarcely be stronger. 








“We havo fallen under @ Jewish ‘bondage . . « our preachers 
have concealed from the people the truth rea tho right 
way of worshipping Cod, and the Apostles must needs come again 
to preach to us." 

“When shall we at last listen to reason,” he cries,4 “and 
understand that we must spend our valuable time more profitably 
[than in the study of philosophy]? ‘We are ignorant of what is 
necessary,’ thus we should complain with Seneca, * because we 
merely learn what is superfluous.’ We remain ignorant of what 
might be of use to us while we busy ourselves with what is worso 














1" Schol. Rom,” p. 304. 

* Ibid, p. BIT!" Nunc oman fore desipinne (this is about the 
Church's fasts)... ut rursum (populue) aportotia indigeat ipwia, ut 
veram disceret pictatem.”” 

2 Jbid,, p. 109. 
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than worthless." He speaks thus because others were not alive 
to the state of things, or had not the courage to open their moutlas : 
“Perhaps they would not be believed, but I have spent years 
in these studios, have soen and heard much and know that they 
are vain and perverse" (‘aludium vanilatia et perditionia”). 
‘Thoroforo lot ua riso and destroy them! ‘Wo must learn to 
know Jesus Christ, and Him Crucified. . . . Is it not a strango 
madness to praise and belaud philosophy, @ doctrine which is 
merely the perverse wisdom of the flesh advocated by so-called 
‘wise men and theologians 

“Those fools'* who do not even know what grace is... - 
“ Who can bear with their blasphemous ideas 1" “They do not 
know what sin or remission of sin is.’ ‘Our thoologians see 
sins only in works, and do not teach us how to change our minds 
and how to implore grace with humble sighing. . . . They 
make proud men, men who after due performance of their works 
look on themselves aa righteous, and sock not to fight against 
their passions, That is tho roason why Confession is of so little 
‘use in the Church and why backsliding occurs so frequently.”* 

His hatred for theology leads him to make the following false 
and bitter charges: ‘The Scholastics teach thet it is only 
necessary to fulfil the law outwardly, in deed, not with the heart ; 
‘they do not even show how this is to be done, and thus the 
faithful aro eft in tho impossibility of doing good, because they 
will never be able to fulfil the commandments unless they do so. 
with the heart. These teachers do not even stretch out a finger 
towards the fulfilment of the law, I mesn, they do not make its 
fulfilment depend even in the slightest on the heart, but merely 
‘on outward sets. Hence they become vain and proud.”? An 
esteomed Protestant historian of dogma, in a recent work, speaks 
of Luther's knowledge of Scholasticism as follows + 

“Luther does not appear to have been acquainted with the 
Schoolmen of the Middle Ages, more especially Thomas of Aquin. 
About this statement, which’ Denifle constantly repeats, thero 
aeons to me to be no doubt." 

‘Tho Wittonberg Professor makes use of scathing reproofa such 
as had never before been heard. A good deal of his criticism was 
justifiable, and. he was certainly not wrong in applying it judici- 
ously in his own special domain to much that had hitherto been 
accepted as true. It is refreshing to those cngaged in historical 
research to note how he cuts himself adrift from the legends of 
medieval hagiogray hy, and how he writes on one occasion request- 
ing Spalatin to copy out some particulars for him from Jerome's 
book which he might use for a sermon on St. Bartholomew, “ for 
the fablos and lies of the ' Catalogue’ and * Leyenda aurea’ make 


2 Seneca, Ep. 45, 4. 
2" Schol. Kom.” p. ILL. Here the term “ Sawtheologen ” occurs. 
3 Cp. Braun, * Conenpiseenz,” p. 89. 
«Fr. Loofs, ** Leitfaden zum Studium der Dogmengesch..”* 1900, 
p. 690. Cp. above, pp. 127 fi., 130 ff., ete., on Luther's ignorance of 
Scholasticism. 
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my gorge rise.”* Criticiam of ecclesiastical conditions was also 
quite permissible when made in the right way and in the proper 
quarters; examples of mch criticism were not wanting among 
the saintly modisval reformers, and they might heve been sccept- 
able to the authorities of the Church, or, at any rate, could not 
have been repudiated by them. 

But when Luther is dealing with the feults of the clergy, 
secular or regular, he looks at everything with a jaundiced eye 
‘2 being saturated with arrogance, avarice end every vice, and 
seems ta fancy all have become traitors to God's cause, His love 
of exaggeration and his want of charity override everything, 
nor do theso faults disappear with advancing years, but become 
still more marked. Never was there an eyo moro keen to detect 
the faults of others, never a tongue more ready to amplify them. 
And yot he, who door not scruple to support his flereo and 
passionate denunciations by the coarsest and most unfair generali- 
sations, is himself the first to admit in his Commentary on Romans 
that: “There are fools who put the fault they have to find with 
a priest or religious to the account of all and thon abuse them all 
with bitterness, forgetting that they thomsolves are full of 
imperfections.'"* 

‘He announces to his hearers in 1816 that, ‘to-day the clergy 
are envoloped in thick darkness"; “ it troubles no one that all 
the vices prevail among the faithful, pride, impurity, avarice, 
quarreling, anger, ingratitude” and every other vice; these 
things you may do as much as you like so long as you respect 
the rights and liberties of the Church ! but if you but touch theso, 
then you are no longer a truo son and friend of the Church.” 
The clergy, he continues, have received many possessions and 
liberties from tho secular princes, but now they are quarreling 
with their patrons and insisting on their exemptions: “Bad, 
goclocs mon strut about with the gifts of their benefactors and 
think they are doing enough when they mutter @ fow prayors 
on their behalf,” “ and yet Paul when describing the priest and 
his duties never even mentioned prayer [!}. But what he did 
mention, that no one complies with to-day. ... ‘They aro 
priests only in appearance... . Where do you find one who 
carrics out tho intention of the Founders? Thorofore they 
deserve that what they have received [from the princes] should 
be taken away from them again.’ 

“As a matter of fact,” the mystic continues, quite manifestly 
conveying a hint to the secular authorities, “ it were bettor, and 
assuredly safer, if the temporalities of the cleray were placed 
under the control of the worldly authorities . . . then they would 
at least be obliged to stand in awe of others and would be more 
cautious in all matters.’ 

“Up to now the laity have been too unlettered, and from 
ignorance have allowed themselves to be led, though full of 
complaints and bittorness against the clorgy. | But now thoy 

1 August 24, 1516, “ Briefwechsel,”" 1, p. 47. 
4“ Schol. Rom.,” p. 335. * Hid. p.,300. 
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are beginning to bo aware of the secret of our iniquity (‘ nosse 
mysteria iniquitatis nostre') and to examine into our duties. 
«. . Inadcition to this, it seems to me that the secular authorities 
fulfil their obligations better than our ecclesiastical rulers. ‘They 
rigorously punish theft and murder, at least when the lawyers 
do not intervene with their artfulness. The Church authorities, 
‘on tho other hand, only proceed against those who infringe their 
liberties, possessions and rights, and are filled with nothing but 
pomp, avarice, immorality and disputatiousness.” In the course 
of this strong outburst, which gives us an insight into the working 
of his mind, he goos on to brand the higher clergy as “ whited 
sepulchres " and as the “ most godless breakers of the law,” who 
purposely promote only stupid fellows to the priesthood, or 
even to the most exalted offices, Here the intemperance of his 
Janguage is already that of his later days, though a yoar was yet 
to elapse before he published his Indulgence theses. 

Strieturos on tho uso of Indulgences occur, however, among 
his criticisms dating from this time. Ho attacks the “ unlearned 
preachers’ whose promises of Indulgences in return for dona- 
tions for tho building of churches, or similar pious objects, 
attract tho people, though the latter aro “altogether careless 
about fulfilling the dutios of their calling.” He lays to the chargo 
of the Pope and tho Bishops not merely the real abuses in the 
preaching of Tndulgences—as though they had been aware of 
them all—but also the making of Induigonces to depend on 
offerings ; all the Bishops are, however, on the path to hell, 
and intent on seducing the people from the true service of God.t 

He had, as we have scen, praised the worldly authorities at 
the expense of the ecclesiastical dignitaries, and now wo find 
him introducing into his theological lectures a strange eulogy of 
Frederick, his Elector; “You, Prince Frederick, aro yet to be 
guided by a good angel, therefore be on the watch. How greatly 
have you already been tricd by injustice, and how rightly might 
you have taken up arnis! You have suffered, you remained 
peaceable. I wonder, were you calling to mind your sins, and 
wishing thereby to confess them and do penance?” To this 
the inystic himself prudently replies : "I know not,” and adds 
* Perhaps it was merely the fear of possibly gotting the worse.” 
The exhortations he sees fit to address to his sovereign are 
directed not so much against selfishness or other faults, but 
rather against his supposed oxeesnive piety ; ho is blamed for 
frequently postponing audiences on the plea that he must be 
present at prayers or Divino Service, and yet, Luther thinks, 
“wo ought to’ be resigned and indifferent to go wherever the 
Lord calls us and not attach ourselves olstinately to anything” ;? 
another complaint was that the Elector wns teo much 
imitating the Bishop in the collecting of relics, The Flector’s 
love for rare relics was indeed notorious, and, as @ matter of fact, 
Luther himself was of service to the Elector in this very matter 
at the time when Staupitz was negotiating for him at St. Ursula’s 
pM 8 Ibid, p. 27% * Tbid., p. 287. 
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in Cologne. We hear of this in @ letter, in which Luther also 
sends. his thanks to the Elector for his present of a new cowl 
(cucudlus) ‘of really princely cloth,” 

When, aftor his second course of lectures on the Psalms, 
hing of an amended edition ho 
dedicated this, his first: effort in biblical exegesis, to tho Eleetor, 
with @ preface in the form of @ panegyric couched in the most 
fulsome language.* The Elector, Luther tells him, possessed. all 
the qualitics of 8 good ruler in no common degree ;_his love of 
learning not only rendered him immortal himscli, but. canferrod 
thia quality on all those who wore permitted to belaad him. 
Under his rule “ pure theology triumphed"; sccular rulers hael, 
by promoting loarning, taken precedence of spiritual dignitaries, 
“for the Chureh’s exuberant riches and her powerful influence 
did not avail her much.”? Would that thero were other such 
temporal princes as Frederick, who, ay Staupitz had said, was 
able to discourso on Holy Scripture ax learncdly and. acutely ax 
the Pope himself (‘vel sanctissimum ef stammum pontificem 
deceret"’) ; whoso utterance bore witness to the “ sagacity of his 
judgment,” filled Luther with love for such @ sovereign and 
mace him strong in the defence of Holy Seripturo ageinst all 
Scotists, Thomisis, Albertists and Moderns (Nominalists). Tt 
was only on account of his opponents, who senffed at the Bible 
and wished to replace God's Word by their own, that he had been 
induced to quit hix beloved solitude and retirement; indeed, 
he felt quite unworthy to wear the Doctor's cap which the Prince 
had so kindly bought for him,* and merely did so from obedience ; 
the Prince had been more careful for him than he was for himself, 
had upheld him in his professorship and not allowed him to sufter 
expulsion, however much he (Luther) had desired to suffer this 
at the hands of his enemies. 

The clever culogist appears soon to have gained for himself 
great favour at Court. Barely two months after. tho Iettcr 
spoken of, ho requests of the sovereign, in the name of his priory, 
permission “ for the monks to build a chamber outside the wails 
in the moat.” ‘The intention was to ereet a privy in the town 
mont for the uso of the monastery, which was situated close to 
tho walls. At the samo timo he begs that a black eappa (habit) 
which had been promised him in 1516 or 1617 might now be 
bestowed upon him, and refers to hin dedication of tho Pralter 
as perhaps deserving some such reward ; he alw aks the Prince 
to include in his gift @ white cloak, whieh he might perchance 
have merited by the “ Apostle,” ie. by his Commentary on the 






























































} To Spalatin, December 14, 1516, “ Bricfweokwel,” 1. 











2 The Oprritionca in Paulmos with the loiter of May 27, 1519, 
sly Hy pe ANU ME 
3 Adeo infeliviter cenit opnlentia et potentatua cectesia’ Ibid, 





}  reevipte See iia pr. Wyn. 2, 
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istle of St. Paul to the Galatians, upon which he was at that 
e engaged. 

Such little touches often reveal the spiritual atmosphere in 
which @ man moves, and by which he is influenced, quite as 
well as more important matters, 





The frightful accusations which Luther brings forward 
in his Commentary on Romans against the state of morals 
in Rome belong to a somewhat catlier period ; their tone 
is such as to lead one to fear the worst for the author's 
submission to the highest authorities in the Church. The 
language St. Bernard employed, though he too reproved 
the immorality of the Papal residence, is quite different 
in tone from the arrogant words of the Wittenberg Doctor ; 
in the former the most grievous reproofs are mitigated by 
the warm estoom the saint displays for authority as such, 
and by filial affection for the Church ; in the latter there is 
nothing but bittemess. Such outbursts of spite confirm 
our previous observations concerning the results of Luther's 
journcy to Rome. His indignation with what he had scen 
or heard during his visit to Rome of the moral conditions 
under Alexander VI and Julius II became gradually more 
apparent. 

“ At Rome,” he exclaims, “ they no longer recognise any 
restrictions on their liberty, everything is set aside by means 
of dispensations, They have arrogated to themselves 
freedom of the flesh in every particular.”2 

“Rome to-day has sunk back to its old heathen state,” 
where, us Paul says, licentiousness prevailed. 

“To-day Rome drags the whole world with her into the 
puddle; she far exceeds in unbridled luxury even ancient 
Rome,and stands in even greater nced of apostolic messengers 
from God than she did at the beginning. My only hope is 
that these may come to her in friendly guise and not to 
exceute stern justice.’ 

“We may well be amazed at the thick darkness of these 
times.” “It matters nothing to the Church authorities 
though you be steeped in all the vices on the list drawn up 
by Paul (2 Tim. iii, 2 ff.); the sins may ery to Heaven for 
vengeance, but that does not matter, you are still looked 

















1 Letter of middie of May, 1519, “Werke,” Exl. ed., 63, p. 9. 
mtweehsel, 
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**'Schol. Kom," p. 319? Ibid., p, 310. * Ibid, 
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upon as the most devout of Christians so long as you respect 
the rights and liberties of the Church.” ‘* We have mere 
phantompriests, whoare wellsupported by phantom revenues. 
The priests are such only in name."® “ Those who ought to 
keep orderare themsclvesthe most godless transgressors,” Sete. 

Pride, everywhere, is, he thinks, the main cause of the 
corruption of the times, The humility of Christ is forgotten, 
and cach one wants to exalt himsclf and amend others 
instead of himself. 

The worst kind of pride, he constantly declares, is that 
which cxalts its own good works in the sight of God. This 
spiritual overbearing is the reason why the world is filled 
with the heresy of the Pelagians ; the sovereign elllcacy of 
grace is not rceogniscd.4 Almost the whole Church is over- 
turned because men have put their trust in the deceptive 
doctrines of the Schoolmen, which are opposed to grace, 
“for owing to this, all commit sin with impunity . . . and 
have lost all sense of fear.”* 

In 1514 we hear Luther asset 
sensuality, anger and pride, pi 
overcome, a warning which ee experience had con- 
firmed all too surely.“ This vice,” he complains, “ arises 
even from victory over the other vices.’”* One wonders 
whether he is speaking here from personal experience. 

We may ask a similar question with regard to the two 
other faults mentioned by him, anger and sensuality. Putting 
aside anger, the effects of which upon himself he frequently 
admits, we find that he also gives an answer coneerning the 
third temptation, He writes in 1519 of the experiences of 
his carlier years with regard to sensuality : “It is a shameful 
temptation, I have had cxpericnce of it. You yoursclves 
are, I fancy, not ignorant of it. Oh, I know it well, when the 
devil comes and tempts us and excites the flesh. Therefore 
let a man consider well and prove himself whether he is 
able to live in chastity, for when one is on heat, I know well 
what it is, and when temptation then comes upon a man 
he is already blind,” ete.7 








ing, that of the three vices, 
je was the most difficult to 














1 Thidp. 200. # Ibid, p. 300, 





*"Weim, od. 3, p. 486. “Cp. p. 207. Commentary on 
Paalms. 

7 From the sermon on married lifo, 1519, Rod, “ Werko" Weim. cd., 
% pe B13, 
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In his later years he also refers to the “ very numerous 
temptations” which he underwent at the monastery, and 
of which he complained to his confessor; the more he 
fought against them, the stronger they became. 

What he says of falling into sin is very instructive from 
the psychological point of view. It serves as a stepping- 
stone to his views on penance, 


“Even to-day,” he writes in his Commentary on Romans 
where he deals with hardened sinners, “God allows mon to be 
tempted by the devil, the world and the fish until they are in 
despair, choosing thus to humble His elect and lead them to put 
their trust in Him alone without presuming upon their own will 
end works, Yet He often, especially in our day, incites the devil 
to plunge His elect into dreadful sins bencath which they languish, 
or at least allows the devil ever to hinder their good resolutions, 
making them do the contrary of what they wish to do, so that 
it becomes plain to them that it is not they who will or perform 
what is good. And yet by mcans of all this God leads them 
against their expectations (to His graco] and sets them free while 
they are sighing because they desiro and do so much that is evil, 
and are unable to desire and do the good they would. Yea, it 
is thug that God manifests His strength and that His name is 
magnified over the whole earth.? This passage is seored in the 
margin of the original MS. Wee it his intention to include himself 
among those who are always hindered by the devil from doing 
what is good, or even among those whom he plunges into dreadful 
sins, who despair and are then at last led by God to His grace 
and become promoters of the glory of His name? A certain 
resemblance which this description beara to other passages in 
which he recounts his temptations, despair and supposed do- 
liverance and election makes this seem possible, though it is by 
no means certain 

We are more inclined to apply to him a remarkable description, 
which he gives in another passage of the Commentary on Romans, 
of the devil's action on a man whom he wishes to lead astray. 
Man's fall under the bondage of ein and his resuacitation by 
grace engage his attention often and with a singular intensity, 
but generally speaking he makes no mention of contrition or 
satistaction, but only of a covering over with the righteousness 
of Christ. The description in question, given in eloquent language, 
is based on the well-known passage in Romans iii. 28: “ We 
account @ man to be justified by faith without the works of the 
law.” ‘This is the verse in which Luther later, in his translation, 
interpolated the word “alone” (“by faith alone”), but on 
which ha does not as yet bestow any particular attention. On 
the contrary, he commences his exposition of this text with the 

1“ Opp, Lat. exeg.,” 19, p. 100, 

? P2283) Where he here speaks of “ sin,” it is more probable that 
lhe means eoneupisconce. 
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statement : “ Rightcousneas must, indeed, be sought by works, 
but these are not the works of the law because they are performed 
by grace and in faith.’ 

He goes on to mention four classes of men who are lod away 
by the devil in their esteem and practice of works.* The first 
ho draws away from all good works and entangles in. manifest 
sit The socond, who think themselves rightcous, ho makes 
tepid and careless, ‘Tho third, also righteous in their own eyes, 
ho renders over-zealous and superstitious, so that they set them- 
selves up as a class apart and ciespiso others; they have been 
mentioned over and over again in the above pages, in recounting 
his warfare with the Observants, the “ Spirituals,” tho proud 
sclf-righteous, ete. 

The fourth and last class might possibly include himself. 

“The fourth class consists of those wh, at tho instigation of 
the devil, desire to bo freo from any sin, pure and holy. But as 
they, novertheless, feel that they commit sin and that all they 
do is tainted with evil, the devil terrifies them to such an extent 
with fear of the judgments of God and scruples of conscionce that 
they almost despair. He is acquainted with each one’s disposition 
and tempts him accordingly, As they are zealous in the pursuit 
of righteousness the devil is unable to turn them aside from it 60 
readily. ‘Therefore he sets himself to fill them with enthusiasm, 
s0 that they wish to free themselves too speedily from all trace 
of concupiscence. ‘This they are unable to do, and consequently 
he succeeds in making them sad, downeast and faint-heartod, 
yea, even in causing them unendurable anxiety of conscience 
and despaii 

‘When prescribing the remedy, he begins to uso the first person 
plural. “Therefore thero is nothing for us to do but to make 
the best of things and to remain in sin. We must sigh to be set 
free, hoping in God’s mercy. When a man dosires to bo cured 
ho may, if in too great a hurry, have a worse relapse. His cure 
can only take placo slowly and many weaknesses must be borne 
with during convalescence. It is enough that sin be displeasing, 
though it cannot be altogether expelled. For Christ beors every 
thing, if only it is displensing to us; His are the sins not ours, 
and, hero below, His righteousness is our property.” 


























We may take that portion of the description where the 
first person is used as an account of his own state, Here he 
is describing his own practice. This passage, which in 
itself admits of a good interpretation and might be made use 
of by a Catholic ascetic, must be read in connection with 
Luther’s doctrine that conenpiscence is sin. Looking at it 
in this light, the sense in which he understands displeasure 
with sin becomes clear, also why, in view of the incradicable 
nature of coneupiscenee, he is willing to console himself 








1“ Schol, Rom,” p. 100. 2 Thin, p. 102, 
Law 
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with the idea that “Christ bears it all” His dislike of 
concupiscence is entirely different from contrition for sin. 
The young Monk frequently felt himsclf oppressed by an 
aversion for concupiscence, but of contrition for sin he 
scarcely ever speaks, or only in such a way as to raise serious 
doubts with regard to his idea of it and the manner in which 
he personally manifested it, as the passages about to be 
quoted will show. The practice of making Christ's rightcous- 
ness our own, saying, “ His arc the sins,” cte,, he docs not 
recommend merely in the ease of eoneupiseence, but also 
in that of actual sins ; it should, however, be noted that the 
latter may quite well be displeasing to us without there 
being any contrition in the theological sense, particularly 
without there being perfect contrition, 

Luther is here deseribing the remedy which he himself 
applics in place of real penance, wholesome contrition and 
compunetion. It is to replace all the good resolutions 
which strengthen and fortify the will, and all penitential 
works done in satisfaction for the guilt of sin, and this 
remedy he begins to recommend to others. 

His contempt for good works, for zeal in the religious life 
and for any efforts at overcoming scl€ encourage him in 
these views. His new ideas as to man’s inability to do any- 
thing that is good, as to his want of free will to fight against 
concupiscence and the sovereign cffieacy of grace and 
absolute predestination, all incline him to the casy road of 
imputation; finally, he eaps his system by persuading 
himself that only by his new discoveries, which, moreover, 
are borne out by St, Paul's Epistle to the Romans, can 
Christ receive the honour which is lis due and His Gospel 
come into its rights. Sueh was Luther's train of thought. 











The characteristic position which Luther assumed in his 
carly days with regard ta penance and the motive of fear, 
must be more closely cxamined in order to complete the 
above account. 

The Monk frankly admits, not onee but often, that 
inward contrition for sin was something foreign, almost 
iknown, to him, The statements he makes concerning his 
confessions weigh heavily in the seale when we come to 
consider the question of his spiritual life. 

In a passage of his Commentary on the Psalms where he would 
in the ordinary course have been obliged to speak of contrition 
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he refrains from doing so on the plea that he has had no experience 
of it, and refers his hearers to the Confessions of St. Augustine. 

He admits in his Commentary on Romans that he had struggled 
with himself ("ita mecum pugnavi") because he could not believe 
that contrition and confession really cleansed him from 
he had always been conscious of ain, viz. concupisconce, still 
continuing within him.* 

In 1518 he writes: bocauso the evil inclination to sin always 
remains in man “ there aro none, or at least very few, in the whole 
world who have perfect. contrition, and I certainly admit this 
in my own caso.” 

According to tho statements he made in later years concerning 
his fruitless attempts to awaken contrition within himself, end 
concerning his relations with his confessor, he must have taken 
the wrong road at an carly period in his religious life ; tho more 
earnestly he sought. to conceive contrition, he says, the greater 
waa hia trouble of mind and remorse of consciences, “I was 
unable to accept (‘non poteram’ admitiere ') the absolutions and 
consolation of my confessors, for I thonght to myself, who knows 
whether I can put faith in’ these words of comfort?”* ‘This 
sontence occurs in the passage mentioned above, where he states 
how he had been tranquilised by the repeated exhortations of his 
preceptor to recall God’s commend and cultivate tho virtne of 
hope.* Ibis true he here ascribes the original cause of his trouble 
of mind to tho teaching he had reccived “in the schools, which 
had such a bed effect on him that he could not endure to hear 
the word joy mentioned.” It is clear that ho is hore speaking 
with an ulterior purposo, namely, with @ view to supporting his 
polomic against the Catholic Church (*meo exemplo et periculo 
moniti discite/"), But it is highly probable that hiy idea of 
concupiscence ax sin tended to confuso his conception of con- 
trition, and made confession and contrition painful to him. 


























At a later date he opposed the Catholic doctrine of con- 
trition on account of his aversion to the motive of fear of 
the judgments of God. 

*} See above, p. 72, n. 2 


2“ Schol. Rom.,” p. 109. Cp. above, p. 92, n. 1. 
2 “Sermo de pamitentia,”” * Werke," Weim. ed. 1, p. 


















4 “Opp. Lat. exes,” 19, p. 100, Cp. his statement in hisfirat anawer 
to Pricrina that a0al for aneramontal ee could only endure hy: a 
miracle, 2 Weim. ed., 1, p. 649 the other hand, he 





speaks of experioness he had had on the reception of genes. scominighy 
““Probavi aepine infusionem qratier jerk 
This a 10 Ansertio omninm 
* Werke," Weim, ed. “Opp. Lats vary” 
1 the teachi iplion of 
grace imparts joy in God. Luther, however, infers from his 
Sbnormal “sia ergo ecriun: simul dum homo conteritur, 
simul gratia infundicur, et in medio terrare diligit institiam, wi vere 
panitet.” Weim, ed., 7 p. 117; Opp. Lat. var,” 5. p. 138, 
* See above, p. 10. 
























Google UNIVERSITY OF CALIFC 


202 LUTHER THE MONK 


The Church had always taught that perfect contrition 
was that which proceeded from a real love of God, but that 
contrition from a holy {car of God was salutary because it 
involved a turning away from sin and a beginning of love. 
Luther, however, at the very commencement of his new 
teaching, was at pains to exclude fear as an inspiring motive. 
Tie was determined to weed it out of the religious life as 
unworthy of the serviee of God, quite unmindful of the 
fact that it was expressly reeommended by reason, by the 
Fathers of the Church and by the very words of the Bible. 


Ho says, for instance, in 1518 in his sormon on the Ten Com- 
mandmenta, that in contrition for sin no place ia to be assigned 
to fear. Tho contrition which must be aroused is, he says, to 
proceed from love alone, becauso that which is basod on fear is 
diways outward, hypocritical and not lasting.? 

In an earlier sermon he mentions the two kinds of contrition, 
namely, that which, according to him, is the only truo one, 
‘out of love of justico and of punishment,” or which, in other 
words, hates sin from tho love of God, and that which springs 
from fear, which he says is artificial and not real, snd to which 
he gives tho nickname “gallows grief.” The letter, he says, 
does not make us abhor sin, bat merely tho punishment of sin, 
and were there no punishment for sin it would at once ceasc.t 
Honvo he misapprehenda the nature of imperfect contrition, for 
this in reality docs not desire a revurn to sin, 

He begins his tract on Penance in 1618 with the assertion, 
that contrition from the motive of fear makes a man a still 
greater sinner, because it does not detach the will from sin, and 
because the will would return to sin so soon as there was no 
punishment to bo fosred.* This contrition, he eays, his oppo- 
nents among the theologians defend ; they could not understend 
that ponance is sweet and that this sweetness leads to an abhor- 
rencs and hatred of sin.* 

‘As he had banished contrition from a motive of fear, he should 
have laid all the more stress upon that which springs from love. 
But hero ho was met by a difficulty, namely, that concupiscence 
still exists in man and draws hin towards sin, or rather, according 
to Luther's ideas, of itself makes him a real sinner, 80 that no 
actual turning away from sin can take place in the heart. What 
then was to be done? “You must,” he says, “cast yourself 
by prayer into God's hands so that He may account your con- 
trition ea real and true,” “Christ will supply from’ His own 














2 + Werke,” Weim. ed. 1, p. 468: “ Contritio de timore inferni et 
peceati turpitudine cat Lteralia, ficta ct drevi durant, quia non radicata 
ainore, ne incnana tiare tardum.” 

* Sirenon of Ostaber Bl, 1516, “ Werke,” Weim. ed, 1, p. 99. 

* Toid, p. 319%. © Did, p. 320. 
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what is wanting in yours.” ‘Thus we again arrive at imputation, 
at a mere outward covering over of the defect of inward change. 


If he looked upon penance and confession in this light, 
then, indeed, they were not of a nature to satisfy and 
tranquilise him.?’ We may, however, remark that in the 
time of his great crisis an earnest and devout fear of God 
the Judge would have availed him morc than all his ex- 
travagant mysticism with its tendeney to cast off the 
bonds of fear and abolish the keeping of the law. 

‘We shall not be wrong if we assume that the frequent 
states of terror—of which the cause lay in his temperament 
rather than in his will—had their part in his aversion to 
fear and,to the idea of God’s judgment. He felt himself 
impelled to escape at any cost from their dominion, 

Other passages which Luther wrote at a later date on 
fear and contrition read rather differently and seem to 
advocate fear as a motive. We sce thereby how hard he 
found it to cut himself adrift from the natural and correct 
view taught by theology, He declarcs, for instance, later, 
with grcat emphasis, that “true penance begins with the 
fear and the judgment of God.” 

He betrays in this, as in other points, his confusion and 
inconsequence,* 








1“ Werke," Weim, od... p. 221 :  Oratio et agnitio atque conjeste 
impenitenti«n tucr, ai ficta non Juerit, eo ipso facict, ut Deua te ponitentern 

hwhat he had already said in a 
sermon in 1515 (9): Bhei Deus impoauit nobis imponsibilia et neper 
virtutom noatram, non tamen hie ullus exeuaalur” ; for we cover ourselves 
with Chiriat 2 Ghrietua impletionem muam nobie impertit, dum ectpeum 
gallinamn nobia cahibet.”” See above, p. 80. 

The dy referred to in his Commentary on Romans 
also eon ncly, where ho writes that he could not under- 
stand why after contrition and confession ho should not consider 
himself better than others who had not confessed. By this he means 
to convoy Uhat the common teaching that by real contrition and con- 
fession “case omnia ablata es eruewaia” led to pride, whereas aceord- 
ing. to his idea sin still remained. Cp. Denifle-Weiss, 14, p. 455, n. 4. 

* Commontar. in Galat., od. Irmiseher, Erlangac, 1, p. 193 eq. : 
* Vera pamnitentia incipit a timore et itedicio Det 

* Op. Galley, “* Die usslehre Luthers,"” 1900; Lipsius, “ Luthers 
Lehre von dor Busse,” 1902, and Koatlin’s strango attempts atexplana- 
tion, ““Lathers Theologio,” 1, p. 131f, W, Hermann, " Die Busso der 
evangelischen Christen,” in “Zeitschr. far Theol. und Kirche,” 1, 1891, 
p. 30. soya: “It is true that Luther nover entirely forsook the truo 
idea on this point (Penance). which ho had arrived at with ao much 
efiort. But the difficulties of Church government led him to relegate 
this ides to the background and to return to the narrow Roman 
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He is uttcrly unfair to the Church and to her theology 
when he falsely asserts that she had admitted contrition 
from fear alone, i.c. to the utter exclusion of love ; every 
kind of fear, he says maliciously, was recognised as suffi- 
cient for receiving absolution, even that “ gallows grief” 
which abhorred sin solely from fear of punishment and with 
the intention of returning to it if noe punishment cxisted 
(timor serviliter servilis, as it was subsequently termed by 
theologians). This reproach did not strike home to the 
theologians or to the Church. Theological and moral 
treatises there were in plenty, which, like the Fathers of the 
Church and the medieval Doctors, taught in express terms 
the advantage of perfect contrition and exhorted the 
faithful to it. Indecd, most of the popular manuals merely 
taught that sin must be repented of for God’s sake, from 
love of God, without even mentioning simple attrition. It 
was not only generally recognised and taken for granted 
that the lower, imperfect contrition, i.e. that which arises 
from fear, in order to be a means of forgiveness in the 
Sacrament of Penance, must include a firm resolution of not 
returning to sin, but it was sct down as requisite that this 
so-called “servile” fear (timor servilis) must be coupled 
with a commencement of love of God, or else be of such a 
nature as to lead up to it. It is sufficient to open the works 
in circulation in the theological schools at the turn of the 
fifteenth and sixtecnth centuries to see at what length and 
with what care these questions were discussed. It cannot, 
however, be denied that some few of the later scholastic 
theologians—among them, significantly enough, Johann 
Paltz, preceptor in the Augustinian monastery at Erfurt 
at the time Luther entered—did not express themselves 
clearly, and that some other theologians defended views 
which were not correct.! 

Catholic viow of the Saeramont of Penance.” And also ibid., p. 70: 
“With regard to the quentions affecting contrition, the Reformers 
practically returned to the standpoint of the Roman Church.” 

1 For tho manner in which contrition waa taught bofore Luther's 
timo in popular works such as aro horo being considered, see the articles 
of N. Paulus in the Innsbruck“ Zoitechrift furlesthol. Theol." 28, 1004 ; 
p- 1 ff, on tho German confession-books ; p. 440 ff. on the German 
Looks of edification; p. 682 ff. on the German books on preparation 
for death, Contrition arising from fear slone is not represented ax 
suflicient in any of the numerous confession-books at that time. 


Lids pps 34, 449, Among the authors of works of picty there is only 
one, viz. the Augustinian Johann Paltz, in his ““Celifodine” (Heavenly 
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But whether such theologians exerted positive or 
negative influence on Luther we do not know. One thing 
is certain, however, namely, that he was influenced chiefly 
by his own desire to free himself from what he looked upon 
a8 an oppressive yoke and that his sclf-sulliciency and ignor- 
ance speedily led him to fancy it his duty to confront the 
theology of previous ages with his cpoch-making discovery 
regarding the doctrine of fear and penance. 

This process is confirmed by a letter of his address 
Staupitz, his esteemed Superior, at a time when the commo- 























n from the motive of fear toxether with 
‘8 ubsolution sulficvd For the remission of sin ; “but even ho 

addition to an earnest turning away from sin, a certain 
fter perfect contrition, oF love; hho looks upon’ impertect 
contrition rathor as @ means of arriving at perfeet contrition ; Ne is 
even very anxious to lead the faithful to the higher level of perfect, 
contrition.” Paulus, p. 485. Cp. on Paltz, p. 475-9. Of the 
theologians ep. moro particularly Gabriel Biel, whoso writings Luther 
hhad studied, in his  Coilectoriura circa 4 tilros sententiarum,” Tubing, 
15UL, 1. 4, dist. 35, q. unica, art, 1. Here he makes # distinction 
between “imor screilis,”” which is ready to sin if thero were no punish- 
ment, and " limor, qui non ineludit hanc deformitaiem.” Ho admits 
with ‘regard to tho latter: "eat tamen bonus ef tdilia, per quem fit 
paulatin consuetudo ad actus boroa de genere exereeados et malos vitantor, 
quo preeparatur lous eharitatis.”” Tn Art. 3 ho declarca the latter fear 
ta be a gift of tho Holy Ghost. But—in complete contradietion to 
the necuaation which Luther makes—he teaches that contrition merely 
from fear is not sufliciont, and requires & contrition from love. In the 
kame way Nicholas von Dinkelsbahl in his Tractatua (Argentine, 1516, 
fol. 71) rejects tho feer which is not in any way allied with love, but 
considers it, together with the Intter, wholesomo as forming a com= 
mencemont’ of contrition, ‘Tho Dominican, Johann Herolt, whore 
eormens were widely disseminated, touches in tho Sermonce de tempore 
(1418) end the Sermonce acper cpistdas (1499 ond 1444) that to avoid 
sin merely from the fear of punishment i sinful, but he is thinking of 












































tae so-called timor serviliter acreilia, in which the voluntary attachment 
to sin still remains, He, na well as some other, omits to point out 
thut, in addition to the hnd servile fear, thero was also a wholesome feur 
(N. Paulus, in his ort. on Herolt, “* Zeitschrift f, kuthoh Theol." 26, 
1902, p. 428 £). ‘The Franciscan, Stephen Brulcfer, in his “Opuseula"™ 
(Paristis, 1900, fol. 24 4eq.) opposes certain theologians Who had 
Rejected servilo feat os absolutely sinful ; fear (which really 





sin), he says, isa gilt of tho Holy Ghost, and theologians whe tes 










which led theologians to formulate this doct 
with greater exactitude. Cp. A. W. Hunzinger, ‘* Lutherstudien, 
Heft. Abt. 1: "Das Furchtproblem in der katholischen Lehre von 
Augustin bis Luther.” Leipzie, 1907. In this article the author wishes 
to fumish on introduction to Luther's docttine of fear, but starts with. 
tho nasunption that the will to sin is an essential of the fear of punish+ 
mont. On Hunsinger, soe tho Hist. Jahrb,,"” 28, 1907, p. 413 f. 
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tion caused by his Indulgence theses was in full swing, 
which gives us a picture of his mental state.! In it he says : 








“The word which I hated most all the Scriptures was the 
word penance, Nevertheless {when performing penance and going 
to confession}, I played the hypocrite bravely before God, 
attempting to wring out of myself an imaginary and artificial 
love.” He also grumbles here about the “works of penance 
and tho insipid satisfactions and the wearisome confession"; 
such @ prominent position ought not to be assigned to them ; 
the ordinary instructions and the modus confitendt contained 
nothing but the most oppressive tyranny of conscience, He had 
always felt this, and in his trouble it lind been to him like a ray 
from heaven when Staupitz once told him: “True penance is 
that only which begins with the love of God and of e, and 
whot the instructions represent as the lust and crown of ell is 
rather the commencement and the starting-point of penal 
namely, love.” 'This precious truth he had, on examinatio 
found to be absolutely confirmed by Holy Scripture (**a. acrip- 
tura verba undique mihi colludebant”’}—Luther had @ curious 
knack of finding in Scripture everything le wanted—even the 
Greek term for penance, metanoia, led up to the same conclusion, 
whereas the Latin “penitentiam ayere” implied effort and was 
therefore misleading. Thus Staupitz's words hed tumed the 
bitter taste of the word penance into sweetness for him. “ God's 
commandments always become sweet to us when we do not 
merely content ourselves with reading thom in books ;_we must 
learn to understand them in the wounds of our Sweetest Saviour.”" 




































The Monk was well aware that such mystical utterances 
were sure of finding a weleome echo with the influential 
Vicar of the whole Augustinian Congregation, himsdf a 
mystic. Hc sends him with the same lettcr his long Latin 
defence of his Indulgence theses (Resoludiones), which 
Staupitz was to forward to the Pope. 

He at the same time expresses some of his thoughts 
concerning the connection between his doctrine of penanee 
and the controversy on Indulgences which had just come 
menced, probably hoping that Staupitz would also acquaint 
Rome with them, These we cannot pass over without 
remark in concluding our consideration of Luther's doctrine 
on penance. The Indulgence-preachers, he says, must be 
withstood because they are overturning the whole system 
of penance 3 not only do they set up penitential works and 
satisfaction as the prineipal thing, but they extol them, solely 
jew to inducing the faithful to secure the remission 


1 Muy 30, 1518, “ Bricfweehsel,”” 1, p. 195. 

















oogle ut 





STAUPITZ AS LUTHER'S ABETTOR 297 


of satisfaction by their rich offerings in return for Indul- 
genes. ‘Thercfore he has been obliged, though unwillingly, 
to emerge from his retirement in order to defend the doctrine 
that it is better to make real satisfaction than merely to 
have it remitted by securing an Indulgence. 








Staupitz, a short-sighted man, was not to be convinced 
that, by Luther’s teaching and the commotion which it was 
arousing, the very existence of the Augustinian Congregation 
was endangered and the Catholic Church herself menaced 
in her dogma and discipline, 

Instead of watching over the communities committed 
to his eare he spent his days in travelling from place to 
place, a welcome and witty guest at the tables of grcat men, 
devoting his spare time to writing pious and learned books. 
The sad instances of disobedience, dissension and want of 
discipline which became more and mote prevalent in his 
monasteries did not induce him to lay a restraining hand 
upon them, Too many exemptions from regular observance 
and the conimon life had already beon permitted in the 
Congregation in the past, and of this the effect was highly 
pernicious.! Luther himsclf had scarecly ever had the 
opportunity of acquiring any practical experience of the 
monastic life at its best during his conventual days; it 
offered no splendid picture which might have roused his 
admiration and enthusiasm. This circumstance must be 
taken into account in considering his growing coldness in 
his profession and his gradually increasing animovity 
towards the religious life. .Ie and Staupitz helped to destroy 
the fine foundation of Andrcas Proles at a time when it 
already showed signs of deterioration. 

On one occasion, when referring to his administration, 
Staupitz told Luther, that at first he had sought to carry 
out his plans for the good of the Order, later he had followed 

















* Apart from Luther, we have another example of the sume ki 
Gabriel Zwilling, who also left the Church, ancl of whom Luther says 
ina letter to Johann Lang at Erfurt (Mareh 1, 1917, ° 1sriefweehsel,”" 1, 
Ps BTL). that he was sending hit to the Erfurt monastery in accord 
ance with Staupitz's directions, ancl that care was to bs taken “ue 
conrvniualiter se yerat : sci nim quod necdum ritus et marca ordinin 
viderit ant. didicer jus he hucl been ullowed to live at Witten 
Derg without conforming to community rule, unless, indeed, we read 
tho passage os implying that at the Wittenberg monustery no 
attention was paid to tho rule by snybody, 
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the advice of the Fathers of the Order, and, then, entrusted 
the matter to God, but, now, he was letting things take 
their course, Luther himsclf adds when recounting this : 
“Then I came on the secne and started something new.”* 
It is a proof of the weakness which was coming upon the 
institution, that a man holding principles such as Luther 
was advocating in his lectures and sermons should have 
n allowed to retain for three years the position of Vicar 
ith jurisdiction over cleven monasteries. When he laid 
down his office in the Chapter at Heidelberg in 1518 we do 
not even learn that the Chapter carried out the measures 
which had meanwhile been decreed against Luther by the 
General of the Augustinians at Rome. The election of the 
Prior of Erfurt, Johann Lang, Luther's friend and sym- 
pathiscr, as his successor, and the Heidelberg disputation 
in the Augustinian monastery of that town, of which the 
result was a victory for the new teaching, show sufficiently 
the feelings of the Chapter, This election was the final 
triumph of the non-Observantine party. 

A later hand has added against Lang’s name in the Register 
of the University of Erfurt the words “ Hussita apostata,”® 
intended to stigmatise his falling away to the Lutheran 
heresy comparable only with that of Hus. On leaving the 
Order he wrote an insulting vindication of his conduct, in 
which among other things he says all the Priors are donkeys. 
While he was Prior at Erfurt, a Prior was appointed at 
Wittenberg whom Luther, as Rural Vicar, raised to thi 
dignity almost before he had finished his year of noviceship. 
Only Luther's strange power over- men can account for the 
fact that so many of the monks were convineed that he was 
animated by the truc Spirit of God in his new idcas with 
rd to conventual life and religion generally, and even 
in his overhauling of theology. Later, when the Catholie 
Church had spoken, they did not sce their way to retract 
and submit, but preferred to marry. Staupitz himself, the 
inexpericnced theologian, deceived by his protézé’s talents, 
often said to him: ‘Christ speaks through you.” It is 
true, that, at a later date, he sternly represented to Luther 
that he was going too far. After most of the monks had 
ranged themselves under the new standard, their apathetic 


















rkongregation,” p. 262. 
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and disappointed Superior withdrew to a Catholic monastery 
at Salzburg, where he expired in peace in 1524 as a Bene- 
dictine Abbot. 


At that period Church discipline in Germany was already 
ruined. The man who was responsible for the downfall 
reveals a mental state capable of going to any cxtreme 
when in 1518 he writes to his fatherly friend Staupits in 
almost fanatical language : ‘* Let Christ see to it whether 
the words I have hitherto spoken are mine or His. Without 
His permission no Pope or Prince can give a decision(Cp. Prov. 
xxi, 1)... - I have no temporal possessions to lose, I have 
only my weal body, tricd by many labours. Should they 
desire to take my life by treachery or violence they will 
but shorten my existence by a few hours. I am content 
with my sweetest Saviour and Redeemer, our Lord Jesus 
Christ. Him I will praise as long as life lasts (Ps. ciii. 33). 
Should others refuse to sing with mc, what matters it? 
Let them howl alone if it pleases them. May our Lord 
Jesus Christ ever preserve you, my sweetest father.”1 

The ultra-spiritualism which had east its spell over Luther 
was compounded, as we may sce from what has gone before, 
of pscudo-mysticism, bad theology, a distaste for practical 
works of piety, a tendency to polemies and a misguided 
zeal for reform, not to speak of other clements, This it 
was which animated him during the years which preeeded 
his public apostasy. On the other hand, in the subsequent 
struggle against the Church it is rather less apparent, being, 
to a certain extent, kept within bounds by the conflict he 
was obliged to wage in his own camp against dangerous 
fanatics such as Miinzer and Carlstadt. Nevertheless, his 
spirit had not been entirely tamed, and, when occasion 
arose, as we shall sec later, was still capable of all its former 
violence. 

The Monk, at the time he was at work on the Kpistle to 
the Romans, by dint of studying the Bible and Tauler, had, 
as he thought, attained to the mystieal light of a higher 
knowledge, and begins accordingly to speak of hearing the 
inward voice. He tries to persuade himself that he hears 
this voice speaking in his soul; he looks upon it as so im- 
perative that he is obliged, so he says, to do what it com- 

2 Lotter of May 30, 1518, “ Briefwoehsel,” 1, p. 100. 





ogle NVERSTT RN 


300 LUTHER THE MONK 


mands, “ whether it be foolish or evil or great or small.”# 
Thus the way is already paved for his mysterious eompre- 
hension of the Scriptures through the inner word, as his 
letter to Spalatin shows: we have also here the beginning 
of what he supposed was the ratification of his Divine 
mission as proclaimer of the new teaching. 

Even before much was known of the data furnished by 
the Commentary on Romans regarding Luther's develop- 
ment, Fr, Loofs, on the strength of the fragments which 
Denifle had made public, ventured to predict that, on the 
publication of the whole work, it would be seen, “ that Luther 
was at that time following a road which might justly be 
described as a peculiar form of quictistic mysticism.’ 
To-day we must go further and say that Luther’s whole 
character was steeped in ultra-spiritualism. 

Johann Adam Mehler says of Luther’s public worl as 
a teacher: “In his theological views he showed himself a 
one-sided mystic.”"* He adds, “had he lived in the second 
century Luther would have been a gnostic like Marcion, 
with some of whose peculiarities he is in singular agreement,” 
a statement which is borne out by what we have seen of 
Luther's work so far, Neandcr, the Protestant historian, 
also compares the growth and development of Luther's 
mind with that of Marcion,* Neander looks upon Marcion 
as Luther's spiritual comrade, in fact as a Protestant, 
because he, like the founder of Protestantism, emphasised 
the evil in man everywhere, set up an antagonism between 
righteousness and gracc, between the law and the gospel, 
and preached freedom from the Works of the law. This 
Marcion did by appealing to the gnosis, or deeper knowledge. 
Luther likewise bases his very first utterances on this 
teaching and appeals to the more profound theology; he 
possesses that seductive enthusiasm which Marcion also 
displayed at the commencement of his career. Soon we 
shall sce that Luther, again like Marcion, brushed aside 
such books of the Bible as stood in his way ; the canon of 
Holy Scripture must be brought into agrecment with his 
special conception of doctrine, and he and his pupils amplified 
and altered this doctrine, even in its fundamentals, to such 








} See above, p. 95. # See below, pe 


2 Doutsch-ovangelische Bhittu 07, p. 537. 
4+ Kireliongosel..” ed. by VP. Gun, 3, 1868, p. 106. 
4 Kirehengosel.." 1, p. 782, 
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a degree, that the words which Tertullian applied to Marcion 
might quite fit Luther too: “nam et quotidie reformant 
illud,” i.e. their gospel.1 Luther at the very outset obscured 
the conception of God by his doctrine of absolute predestina- 
tion to hell. Mareion, it is true, went much further than 
Luther in obfuscating the Christian teaching’ with regard 
to God by setting up an etermal twofold prineiple, of good 
and evil, The Wittenberg Professor never dreamt of so 
radical a change in the doctrine respecting God, and in 
comparison with that of Marcion this part of his system is 
quite conscrvative. 

We find in Luther, from the beginning of his carcer, 
together with his rather gloomy ultra-spiritualism, another 
characteristic embracing a number of heterogeneous quali- 
ties, and which we ean only deseribe as grotesque. Side by 
side with his love of extremes, we find an ultra-conservative 
regard for the text of Holy Scripture as he understood it, 
no matter how allegorical his pet interpretation might be. 
Again, the pious mysticism of his language scarcely agrees 
with the practical disregard he manifested for his profession, 
To this must be added, on the one hand, his tendency to 
spring from one subject to another, and the restlessness 
which permeates his theological statements, and on the 
other, his ponderous Scholasticism. Again we have the 
digressions in which he declaims on public events, and, 
besides, his ineorreet and uncharitable criticisms; here 
he displays his utter want of consideration, his ignoranee 
‘of the world and finally a tempestuous passion for freedom 
in all things, which renders him altogether callous to the 
vindication of their rights by others and makes him 
over the countless “ fettcrs of men.”* All this, taken in con- 
nection with his unusual talent, shows that Luther, though 
areal genius and a man of originality, was inclined to be 
hysterical. How curiously paradoxical his character was 
is revealed in his cxaygerated manner of specch and his 
incessant recourse to antithesis. 

With an unbounded confidence in himself and all too 
well aware of the seduction exercised. by his splendid talents, 
he yct does not scruple to wam others with the utmost 
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seriousness against their “* inclinations to arrogance, avarice 
and ambition,” and to represent pride as the cardinal sin. 
He is keen to notice defects in earlier theologians, but an 
unhappy trait of his own blinds him to the fact that the 
Chureh, as the invincible guardian of truth, must soon rise 
up against him, 

He has already discovered a new way of salvation which 
is to tranquilise all, and yct he will be counted, not among 
those who feel sure of their salvation, but among the pious 
who are anxious and troubled about their state of grace, 
“ who are still in fear Iest they fall into wickedness, and, 
therefore, through fear, become more and more deeply 
steeped in humility in doing which they render God gracious 
to them,”* The assurance of salvation by faith alone, the 
sola fides of a later date, he still protests against so 
vigorously, that, when he fancies he cspics it in his oppo- 
nents in any shape or form, he attacks them as “‘a pestilential 
“who speak of the signs of grace and thereby, as he 
imagines, lull men into sceurity. 

The last words show that the process of development is 
not yet ended, What we have considercd above was merely 
the first of the two stages which he traversed before finally 
arriving at the conception of his chicf doctrine.? 











» Cp, enum, * Coneupiscenz,” p. 22. 








> Bor the second stage, seo eh, x. 1-2, 





CHAPTER VIII 


THE COMMENTARY ON THE EPISTLE TO TIE GALATIANS. 
FIRST DISPUTATIONS AND FIRST TRIUMPIS 


1. “The Commencement of the Gospel Business.” Exposition 
of the Epistle to the Galatians (1516-17) 


Lutien’s friends and admirers were at a later date loud 
in their praise of the lectures on the Epistle to the Romans 
and on that to the Galatians which he commenced imme 
diately after, and looked upon these as marking the dawn 
of a new cpoch in theology. Luther himsclf, with more 
accuracy, desigmated the first disputations, of which we 
shall come to speak presently, as the “commencement of 
the gospel business.” 





Melanchthon in his short sketch of Luther's life speaks pomp- 
onsly of these lectures and manifests his entire unacquaintance 
with the old Church and the truths for which she stood. 

“Tn the opinion of the wise and pious the light of the new 
teaching first: broke forth, aiter a long and dark night, in the 
Commentary on theso Epistles. There Luther pointed out: the 
true distinction between the lew and the gospel; there he 
refuted the Pharisaical errors which then ruled in the schools and 
in the pulpits, namely, that man was able to obtain forgivencss 
‘of sin by his own efforts and could be justified before Ged Ly the 
performance of outward works. He brought back souls to the 
‘Son of God, ho pointed to the Lamb, Who bore the guilt of our 
sins. Ho demonstrated that, sin was forgiven for tho sake of the 
Son of God and that such a favour ought to be accopted in faith. 
He also shed great light on the other articles of faith.”* 

Mathesius, Luther's pupil and culogist, in his sermons on. 
Luther, points out, in the following passionate words, the im- 
portance of the lectures and disputations held by his master : 
“Dr. Luther in all his lectures and disputations chiefly treats of 
‘this question and article, whether the truc faith by which we are 
to live e Christian life and dic @ happy death is to bo learned 
from Holy Seriptare or from the godless heathen Aristotle, on 
whom the Doctors of the Schools attempted to base the doctrine 
of the Komish Church and of the monks.” “This is the chief* 
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isso between Dr. Luther and the Sophists.... Young Dr. 
Luther has solomniy sworn, in dus form, a truo, public and godly 
oath that he will hold fast by the holy and certain Scriptures 3 
that it was more reasonable that. wo should rely in matters of 
faith and conscience on the godly Scriptures rather than stake 
‘our souls and consciences on the teaching of darksome Scotus, 
foolish Albertus, questionable Thomas of Aquin, or of the 
Moderns or Occatnists. . . . He insisted upon this in his writings 
and disputations before ever he began his controversy on In- 
dulgences. For this reason he was at tho time scolded as a 
heretic and condemned by many because he scorned ail the High 
Schools and the learned men, » Although both his brethren 
and other monks questioned all this, yet they were unable to 
bring forward anything cflective against him and his weighty 
reasoning." 











Luther's sermons and letters of the years 1516 to 1518 
bear witness to the commotion caused by his theological 
opinions. 

The “new theology” which was being proclaimed at 
Wittenberg was discusscd with dismay, particularly at 
Erfurt and in the more conservative monasterics. Andreas 
Carlstadt, Luther’s colleague at the University, and Pcter 
Lupinus, a former professor at Wittenberg, were at first 
among his opponents, but were speedily won over. Carlstadt 
indeed, as his 152 theses of April, 1517 show, even went 
further on the new lines than Luther himself.2_ Another 
of his colleagues at the University, who at a later date 
proved a more trustworthy ally, was Nicholas Amsdorf. 
Schurf, the lawyer, was onc of his most able patrons among 
the lay professors. Spalatin, Court Chaplain, vigorously 
but prudently advocated his cause with the Elector. At 
Wittenberg Luther's party. spcedily gained the ascendant. 
The students were full of enthusiasm for the bold, ready and 
combative teacher, whose frequent use of German in his 
Iectures—at that time an unheard-of thing—also pleased 
them.? The disputations, particularly, could thus be con- 
ducted with less constraint and far more forcibly. 

It is hard to say how far Luther realised the danger of 
the path he was treading. 

He wrote to Dr. Christopher Scheurl.a Nuremberg lawyer. 









Andreas Beslenstein von Karlstadt” 1, p. 
2 Chronik,”” p. 28 : his lectures “turned the Latin into 
German.” 
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who was also one of his carly patrons and protectors, 
thanking him in the humble words of exaggerated human- 
istic courtesy for the praise he had bestowed upon him : 
he (Luther) recognised that the favour and applause of the 
world were dangerous for us, that sclf-complae 

ride were man’s greatest enemics. He, neverthel 
him in the samc letter that Staupitz, at onc time his Superior 
and Director, had repeatedly said to him much to his 
terror; ‘I praise Christ in you, and I am forced to believe 
Him in you.” 

In his exultation at the great success which he had 
achieved at Wittenberg he says joyfully in the spring of 
1517 in a letter toa friend : * Our theology and St. Augustine 
are progressing happily and prevail at our University 
(‘ procedunt et regnant.” ep. Ps. xliv. 5). Aristotle is at a 
discount and is hurrying to everlasting destruction. People 
are quite disgusted with the Icctures on the Sentences [of 
Peter Lombard], and no one can be sure of an audience 
unless he expounds this theology, ie, the Bible or 
St. Augustine, or some other teacher of note in the Chureh,”*? 

He continucd to rifle St. Augustine's writings for passages 
which were apparently favourable to his views. He says, 
later, that he ran through the writings of this Father of the 
Church with such cagemness that he devoured rather than 
read them.? He certainly did not allow himself sufficient 
time to appreciate properly the profound teachings of this, 
the greatest Father of the Church, and best authority on 
grace and justification, Even Protestant theolegians now 
admit that he quated Augustine where the latter by no 
means agrees with him. His own fricnds and contem- 
porarics, such as Mclanchthon, for instance, admitted the 
contradiction existing between Luther's ideas and those of 
St. Augustine on the most vital points; it was, however, 




















1 Letter of Fununey 27, 1517,“ Briefwoehrel!” 1, pe 882 Non 
Aine timore meu me cundigue kactad ot dieit : Chrésieans'in te prerdico ct 
# to Johann Lang, May 18, 

4 From Veit Dicirich’s M 
“Luthers Psalmenvorlesungen,” 
non legrbam. 

4 One of the best points in Deniffe's hock is the proof he gives that 
Luther misunclerst cod Augustine's doctrine on sin, to which he looked. 
as his chief support in the Church.” W. Kohler, in “Ein Wort 2a 
Denifles Luther,” p. 27. 
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essential that this Father of the Church, so Melanchthon 
writes to one of his confidants, should be cited as in “ entire 
agreement’ on account of the high esteem in which he was 
generally held.! Luther himself was, consciously or un- 
consciously, in favour of these tactics ; he tampered auda- 
ciously with the text of the Doctor of the Church in order 
to extract from his writings proofs favourable to his own 
doctrine ; or at the very least, trusting to his memory, he 
made erroneous citations, when it would have been easy 
for him to verify the quotations at their source; the only 
excuse to be alleged on his behalf in so grave a matter of 
faith and conscience is his execssive precipitation and his 
superficiality. 

Luther's lectures on the Epistle to the Galatians com- 
menced on October 27, 1516. 

These he published in 1519 in an amended form,? whereas 
those on the Epistle to the Romans never appeared to him 
fit for publication. Notes of the original lectures on Gala- 
tians are said to be in the possession of Dr. Krafft of Elber- 
feld, and will in all probability appear in the Weimar edition 
of Luther's works.? 

The lectures on thc Epistle to the Hebrews and on that 
to Titus followed in 1517. Notes of the former, as stated 
above, exist at Rome, and their approaching publication 
will throw a clearer light on the change in the thcological 
views of their author. 

In the printed Commentary on Galatians Luther's 
teaching appears in a more advanced form. His develop- 
ment had not only progressed during the course of the 
lectures, but the time which elapsed before their publication 
brought him fresh material which he introduced into the 
Commentary. It would be essential to have them in the 
form in which they were delivered in order to be able to 
follow up the process which went forward in his mind. It 
is nevertheless worth while to dwell on the work and at the 
same time to compare parallel passages from Luther's 
other Commentary on Galatians—to be referred to imme- 
diately—were it only on account of the delight he takes in 









3 Melanchthon to Brenz, end May, 1531, “ Briefwechsel 
+2, p. 4387. Cp. in the 
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referring to this Epistle, or of the fact that his exposition of 
it runs counter to the whole of tradition, 

Luther ever had the highest opinion of the Epistle to the 
Galatians and of his own Commentaries on it. At a later 
date he says jokingly: “ Epistola ad Galatas is my Epistle 
to which I have plighted my troth; my own Katey von 
Bora.” Melanchthon praises Luther’s Commentary on 
Galatians in a more scrious fashion and says, it was in trath 
“the coil of Theseus by the aid of which we are enabled to 
wander through the labyrinth of biblical learning.” . 

Besides the shorter Commentary on Galatians published 
in 1519 there is also a much longer one compiled from notes 
of Luther's later lectures, made public in 1835 by his pupil 
Rorer, together with a Preface by Luther himself. Pro- 
testants consider it as ‘* the most important literary product 
of his academic carcer "* and, in fact, as “ the most important 
of his theological works.”* In what follows we shall rely, 
as we said before, on the sources which afford the most 
accurate picture of his views, i.c. on both the shorter and 
the longer redaction of his Commentary on Galatians, 
especially where the latter repcats in still more forcible 
language views already contained in the former. 

It is well to know that, in his expositions of the Epistle 
to the Galatians, Luther's antagonism to the Catholic 
doctrine of Works, Justification and Original Sin is carried 
further than in any other of his exegetical writings, until, 
indeed, it verges on the paradoxical. Nowhere clse docs the 
author so unhesitatingly read his own ideas into Holy 
Scripture, or turn his back so completely on the most 
venerable traditions of the Church. 


For instance, he shows how God by His grace was obliged to 
renew, from the root upwards, the tree of human nature, which 
had fallen and become rotten to the core, in order that it might, 
bear fruit which waa not mere poison and ain and auch aa to 
render it worthy to be cast into holl fire. Evorything is made to 
depend upon that terrible doctrine of Divine Predestination, 
which inexorably condemns a portion of mankind to hell. It never 
occurred to him that this doctrine of a Predestination to hell was 
in conflict with God's goodness and mercy, at least, he never had 
the least hesitation in advocating it. The only preparation for 


1 © Werke,” Weir, ed.. 2, p. 437, 
1 Sco Kostlin-Kawerau, 1, p. 275. 

# In Irmiseher's Erl. edition, printed in threo volumes. 
4 Cp. Kostlin-Kawarau, 2, p. 300 f. 
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salvation is the predestination to heaven of the man upon whom 
God chooses to have mercy, seeing that man, on his part, is 
utterly unable to do anything ("unica disponitio ad gratiam’ eat 
q@terna Dei electio'’). Man is justified by the faith, which is 
wrought by God's gracious Word and Spirit, but this faith ia 
really confidence in God's pardoning grace through Christ 
(‘ Suficit Christus per fidem, ut sis tustus”). In the printed 
Commentary on Galatians we already have Luther's new doctrine 
of the absolute assurance of salvation by faith alone. 

This later discovery he insists upon, with wearisome reitera- 
in the Commentary on Galatians as the only means of 
ging relief to the conscience. We shall have occasion later 
(ch. x., 1, 2) to speak of tho origin of this new element in his 
theology, which he mado his own before the publication of the 
first Commentary on Galatians. 

He entirely excludes love from this faith, even the slightest 
commencement of it, in more forcible terms than ever. ‘ That 
faith alone justifies,” he writes, “‘ which apprehends Christ by 
means of the Word, and is heautified and adorned by it, not that 
faith which includes lovo. . . . How does this take place, and 
how is the Christian made to righteous?” he asks. ‘ By means 
of the noble treasure and pearl, which is called Christ, and which 
he makes his own by faith." “'Therofore it is mere idle, 
extravagant talk when those fools, the Sophists [the scholastic 
theologians] chatter about the fides formata, i.e. @ faith which is 
to take its true form and shape from love.”! The relation which 
exista between this view of a mechanically operating faith (which 
moreover God alone produces in us) and the Lutheran doctrine 
of the exclusive action of God in the “dead tree” of human 
nature, cannot fail to be perceived. How could, indeed, such a 
view of God's action admit of any real, organic co-operation on 
the part of man, even when exalted and strengthened by grace, 
in the work of his own eternal salvation by virtue of faith 
working through love ? 

God's merey, Luther says, is mado known to man by a whisper 
from above (tho “secret voice”): Thy sins are forgiven: theo j 
the perception of this is not, however, essential; probably, 
Luther recognised that this was altogether too problematical. 
Hence there is no escape from the fact that justification must 
|ways remain uncertain. The author of this doctrine demands, 
jowover. that man should induce in himself a kind of certainty, 
in the same way that he demands certainty in the acceptance of 
all facts of faith. “You must assume it as certain that your 
service is pleasing to God, But, this you can never do unless 
you have the Holy Ghost."* How are we to know whether we 
have the Holy Ghost? Again he answers: “We must accept 
aa certain and acknowlcdgo that we aro tho templo of God."* 
“We must be assured (/ net our service only but also our 
person is pleasing to God.""* He goes on in this tone without in 

} Cp. Mehler, “Symbolik,” p. 156, n. 1. 

+ Comment, im Gal, 2 p.163. ? Lid, p. 161, Ibid. p. 164. 
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the least solving tho dificulty.! Ho declares that we must 
risk, try, and exercise assurance. This, howover, merely 
depends upon a self-acquired dexterity,! upon human ability, 
which, moreover, froquently leaves even tho strongest in the 
lurch, ‘as we shall see later from Luther's own example and that 
of his followers. 

He goes so far in speaking of faith and grece in the larger 
Commentary on Galatians, as to brand the most sublima and 
holy works, namely, prayer and meditation, as “idolatry " 
unless performed in accordance with the only true principle of 
faith, viz. with his doctrine regarding justification by fsith alone. 
This ‘can bo more readily understood when we consider that 
according to him, man, in spite of his resistance to concupiscence, 
is, nevertheless, on account of the same, guilty of the sins of 
avarico, anger, impurity, list to which ho significantly adds “ et 
pilose 

He had expressed himself in a similar way in the shorter 
Commentary, but did not think his expressions in that book 
strong enough adequately to represent his ideas. 

As he constantly connects his statements with what he looks 
upon as the main contentions of St. Paul in the Epistles to the 
Romans and the Gelatians, we may briefly remind our readers 
of the interpretation which the older theology had ever placed 
upon thom. 

‘The Apostle Paul taaches, according to the Fathers and the 
greatest theologians of the Middle Ages, that both Jows and 
heathen might attain to salvation end life by faith. He proves 
this by showing that the heathen were not saved bythe works 
of nature, nor the Jews by the works of the Mosaic Law ; but he 
does not by any means exclude works altogether as unnecessary 
for justification. In the important. passage of the Epistla to the 
Romana (Rom. i. 17) whore Paul quotes the words of Habacuc: 
“Tho just man liveth by faith,” there was no call to define more 
clearly the nature of justifying faith, or to explain to what extent 
it inust bo a living faith showing itself in works in charity and 
in hope. To exclude works from iaith, as Luther aasumes him to 
do, was very far from his intention in ‘that passage. Nor is this 
idoa involved in tho saying which Luthor eo frequontly quotes 
(Rom, iii, 28); “We account a men to be justified by faith 
without the works of the lew,” for here he merely excludes tho 
works "of the law,” i.e, according to the context such works as 
do not rest on faith but precede faith, whether the purely out- 
ward works of the Mosaic ceremonial law, or other natural works 
done apart from, or before, Christ. Woe shall speak later of 
Luther's interpolation in this passage of the word ‘alone " after 
“faith” in his translation of the Bible (see vol. v.. xxiv. 3). 

When St. Paul elsewhere describes more narrowly the nature 

















| Cp. Denifle- Weiss, 1, p. 733, where a thorough examination is made 
of the certainty of salvation oasumed in this system, 

* Ibid, p. 735, ? Cp, Moher, p. 139, 

* Kostlin-Kawerau, L, p. 275. 
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of justifying faith (a fact to which both the Fathers and the 
theologians draw attention), he is quite emphatic in asserting 
that the sinner is not admitted by God to grace and made 
partalcer of the heavenly promises merely by virtue of 6 dead 
faith, but by a real, supernatural faith which works by charity 
(Gal.'v. 6). ‘This in provious ages had been rightly undoratocd to 
mean not merely an acceptance of the Word of God and the 
intimate persuasion of the remission of one’s sins, but 6 faith 
enlivened by grace with cherity. In confirmation of this, other 
well-known passages of the New Testament were always quoted : 
“Wilt thou know, O vain man, that faith without works is 
dead 1” Do you aco that by works @ man is justified ; and not 
by faith only 1” ‘For even as the body without the spirit is 
dead ; 0 also faith without works is dead.” ‘* Labour the more 
that by good works you may make sure your calling and 
electio1 

Some important disputations which the youthful Univer- 
sity Professor held on theses and “‘ paradoxa ” formulated 
by himself prove how his teaching was taking ever deeper 
root at Wittenberg and elsewhere. The story of these 
disputations casts light on his peculiar tactics, viz. to meet 
every kind of opposition by still more forcibly and defiantly 
advancing his own propositions. 


















2. Disputations on man's powers and against Scholasticiam 
(1516-17) 


In September, 1516, Luther arranged for a remarkable 
Disputation to be held at Wittenberg by Bartholomew 
Bernhardi of Feldkirchen, in Swabia, on the occasion of the 
latter’s promotion to be Lecturer on the Sentences. From 
a confidential letter of Luther’s to Johann Lang, 
Prior at Erfurt, we learn some particulars as to the motive 
which detcrmincd the choice of the theses, which latter are 
still extant, From this we sce that the Disputation was 
held on account of those who “ barked ” at Luther’s lectures. 
“In order to shut the mouths of yelping curs, and at the 
same time to let the opinion of others be heard,” the theses 
on man’s absolute inability to do what is good were pur- 
posely worded in a most offensive form, This Disputation 
brought over Amsdorf, hitherto an opponent, to Luther's 

1 Jamoa ii. 22, 24,28. 2 Potor i. 10. On Luther's later denial of the 
inspiration of the Epistle of St, James, seo volume iv., xxviii. 2. In this 


he made no account of tha eritieal proof of the traditional agcription of 
lo, but. conaidered it merely from his own subjective point of 
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side, Amsdorf sent a copy of the theses to Erfurt in 
order to elicit the opinion of the professors there. But, 
fearing lest the storm he foresaw might be directed against 
Luther, he deleted the superscription bearing his name 
(“Sub eximio viro Martino Luthero Augustiniano,” ete.). 
At the Disputation Luther presided, a fact which is all the 
more significant when we remember that he was not at that 
time Dean, 

Among the theses to be debated one runs as follows : 
Man is absolutely unable by his own unaided efforts to keep 
the commandments of God; he merely seeks his own, and 
what is of the flesh; he himself is “ vanity of vanities” 
and makes creatures, who in themselves are good, also to 
be vain; he is necessarily under the dominion of sin, “he 
sins even when doing the best he can; for of himself he is 
unable either to will or to think.” 

It is not surprising that theses such as this again roused 
the antagonism of the followers of the old theology. Some 
of Luther's former colleagues among the Erfurt monks con- 
sidered themselves dircctly challenged. Trutfetter and Usin- 
gen, two esteemed professors at Erfurt, having dared to point 
out the difference between these theses and the Catholic 
teaching as expressed in the works of Gabriel Biel, Luther 
wrote to their Superior, Johann Lang: “Let them alone, 
let your Gabrielists marvel at my ‘position’ (i.e. at the 
theses), for mine too (i.e. Bicl’s Catholic-minded supporters 
at Wittenberg) still continue to be astonished.” “ Master 
Amsdorf formerly belonged to them, but is now half con- 
verted.” ** But I won't have them disputing with me as to 
whether Gabriel said this, or Raphacl or Michacl said that. 
I know what Gabriel teaches; it is commendable so long 
as he docs not begin speaking of Grace, Charity, Hope, 
Faith and Virtuc, for then he becomes a Pelagian, like 
Scotus, his master, But it is not necessary for me to speak 
further on this matter here.”? 

In the same letter he deals some vigorous blows at Gratian 
and the highly esteemed Peter Lombard ; according to him 
they have made of the doctrine of penance a torment rather 
than a remedy ; they took their matter from the treatise 
“ On True and False Penance,” attributed to St. Augustine ; 

1" Werke,"" Weim. ed., 1, p. 145 ff. 

* Letter of 1516, probably September, “ Brief ochsel,"" 1, ps 53. 
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but he had been compelled to deny that this “ stupid and 
foolish ” work was by St. Augustine. It is, however, quite 
certain that this spurious work did not constitute 

chief authority for the medieval doctrine of Penance,” * 
neither were its contents so untheological as we are expected 
to believe. 

Bernhardi, Luther's very devoted pupil, who held the 
Disputation mentioned above, has been considered by 
somie to have been the first priest of the evangelical faith 
to contract matrimony.? This, howevcr, is not quite correct 
as others preeeded him, But Bernhardi, as Provost of 
Kemberg, was one of the first to draw this practieal inference 
from the freedom of the gospel. 

A second pupil, Franz Giinther of Nordhausen, who was 
chosen by Luther to conduct in the following year a Dispu- 
tation which partook still more of the nature of a challenge, 
beeame later a promincnt partisan of Lutheranism. His 
Disputation was held at Wittenberg, September 4, 1517, 
under his master’s presidency, with the object of obtaining 
the degree of Baccalaureus Biblicus. His 97 theses faith- 
fully echo Luther's teaching, particularly his antagonism to 
Aristotle and Scholasticism, ‘The theses were seattered 
abroad with the object of making converts. At Erfurt and 
elsewhere the friends of the new opinions to whom Luther 
despatched the theses were to work for the spread of the 
theological revolution. As a result of this Disputation his 
Erfurt opponents again complained that Luther was too 
audacious, that he was overbearing in his assertions and 
was flinging broadcast wicked censures of the Catholic 
doctors and their teaching. With these complaints, how- 
ever, the matter ended, no one daring to do more. 

















At the end of Giinther's theses the: following words occur in 
print: “In all these propositions our intention was to say 
nothing, and wo believe we have said nothing, which ia not in 
accordance with Catholic doctrine and with ecclesiastical writers.""* 
‘Yet in these prospositions we read: “Man, who has become & 
rotten tree, can will and do only what is evil. ‘Man's will is 
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not fres but captive” (thesis 5). ‘The only predisposition to 
grace is the eternal election by God and predestination ” (29). 
“From beginning to end we are not masters of our actions but 
servants” (39). We do not, become righteous by doing what is 
Fight, but only after re have become righteous do we perform 
what is right" (40). ‘The Jewish coremonial law is not @ good 
lbw, neltier are whe Ton Coramandiment, and ‘whatever taught 
and commanded with regard to outward observances" (82, 83). 
“Tho only good law is the love of God which is poured forth in 
our hearts by the Holy Ghost” (84) 

Tho following will suffice to give an idoa of Giinthor’s theses 
on the relation of Aristotle to Christian philosophy and theology 5 
“ Aristotle's Ethics almost in its entirety is the worst enemy of 
grace" (41). ‘It is not morely incorrect to say that without 
Aristotle no man can become a theologian; on the contrary, wo 
must say: he is no theologian who does not become one without 
Aristotle” (43, 44). 





At Wittenberg the Disputation called forth enthusiastic 
applause among both professors and students, and the 
defender was unanimously (“uno consensu dominorum”) 
proclaimed a Bachelor. So deeply was Luther concerned in 
this manifesto, that he expressed to Lang his readiness to 
go to Erfurt and there personally to conduct the defence of 
all the theses. We scoffs at those who had called them 
not merely paradoxical but kakodoxical and even kakisto- 
doxical (execrable).!. ‘To us,” he says, “ they can only be 
orthodox.” He was very zealous in distributing them far and 
wide, and asked Christoph Scheurl, the Humanist of Nurem- 
berg, to whom he sent some, to forward a copy to “ our 
Eck who is so learned and intellectual”; such was then 
his opinion of his future adversary? 

Scheurl, and no doubt Luther’s other friends also, took 
care to spread the bold theses. This Humanist, who was 
prejudiced in favour of Luther, ventured to prophesy a 
great revolution in the domain of Divinity. At the eom- 
mencement of his reply to Luther’s letter he grects him with 
the wish, that ‘the theology of Christ. may be reinstated, 
and that we may walk in His Law!” * 

This Disputation at Wittenberg has been described by 
Protestants as a “decisive blow struck at medieval 











* Lotter of September 4, 1517, to Johann Lang, “Briofwechsel,” 1, 


of September 11, 1517, to Christoph Scheurl, Ibid., p. 109. 
of November 3, 1517, bid. p. 119: “Ad Martina 
Luter. Christi theologiam reaiaurare et in illius lege ambubare.” 
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doctrine.”! ‘That itwas an open challenge admits of no doubt. 
Reticence and humility were not among Luther's qualities. 
It would be to misrepresent him completely were we to 
assign to him, as spccial charactcristics, bashfulncss, 
timidity and love of retirement ; however much he himself 
occasionally claims such virtues as his. On the other hand, 
he also assures us that no one can say of him that he wished 
the theses of this Disputation to be merely “ whispered in 
a corner.” 

With this impulse to bring his new doctrines boldly 
before the world may be connected his taking, about this 
time, in one of his letters the name Eleutherius, or Frec- 
spirited. This was his way of rendering into Greck his 
name Luther, agrecably with the customs of the time. 

Only a few weeks after the second Disputation which we 
have been considering, he came forward with his Indulgence 
theses against Tetzel, of which the result was to be another 
great Disputation, Disputations seemed to him a very 
desirable method of arousing sympathy for his ideas; 
these learned encounters with his opponents gave him a 
good opportunity for displaying his ery temper, his quick- 
wittedness, his talent asan orator, his general knowledge, and 
particularly his familiarity with the Bible. 

But this is not yet the place to discuss the Indulgence 
theses against Tetzel. 

The better to appreciate the state of Luther’s mind at the 
time when he was becoming settled in his new theological 
principles, we may be permitted to consider here, by antici- 
pation, another great Disputation on faith and grace, that, 
namely, of Heidelberg, which took place after the outbreak 
of Luther's hostilities with Tetzel. In comparison with these 
questions, the Indulgence controversy was of less importance, 
as we shall have occasion to sec; it was in reality an acci- 
dental occurrence, though one pregnant with consequences, 
and, as it turncd out, the most decisive of all, Thc common 
idea that the quarrel with Tetzel was the real starting-point 
of Luther's whole conflict with the Church is utterly unten- 
able. 





* Plitt, “ Luthers Leben,” Leipzig, 1883, p. 69.- 
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3. Disputation at Heidelberg on Faith and Grace. Other 
Public Utterances 


The Disputation at Heidelberg took place on April 25, 
1518, about six months after the nailing up of the thescs 
against Tetzcl. A Chapter of the Augustinian Congregation 
held in that town afforded the opportunity for this Disputa- 
tion. 

To make use of the Chapters for such learned celebrations 
was nothing unusual, but the selection of Luther to conduct 
the theological discussion, at a time when his teaching on 
Grace and his Indulgence theses had aroused widespread 
comment and excitement, and when an examination of his 
conduct was pending in the Order, was very significant. 
Among the delegates of the priories present at the Chapter, 
all of them chosen from the older and more respected monks, 
there was cleatly a majority in favour of Luther. Another 
proof of this fact is, that at the Chapter, Johann Lang, who 
was entircly of Luther’s way of thinking, was chosen to 
sueeced him as Rural Viear on the expiry of Luther's term of 
service. Staupitz was confirmed in his dignity, though his 
own attitude and his persistent blind prejudice in favour of 
Luther must have been known to all. It appears that 
Luther's controversy with Tetzel was not even discussed in 
the Chapter ; 1 at any rate, we hear nothing whatever of it, 
nor even of any difficulties being raised as to Luther's 
position in the much more important question of justifica- 
tion, although strict injunctions had already been sent to the 
Order by the Holy Sce to place a check on him, and dissuade 
him from the course he was pursuing.? 

If, moreover, we bear in mind the character of the theses 
at this Disputation, which went far beyond anything that 
had yet appeared, but were nevertheless advocated before 
all the members assembled, we cannot but look upon this 
unhappy Chapter as the shipwreck of the German Augus- 
tinian Congregation. At the next Chapter, which was held 
after an interval of two years, i.e. sooner than was customary, 
Staupitz received a severe reprimand from the General of the 





1 Koldo, “ Die doutscho Augustinerkongregation," p. 315. 
* Kelkoif, “Forschungen zu Luthers rémischem Prozess,” 1905, 
rastor, “History of the Popes,” English translation, 
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Order and at last laid down his office as Superior of the 
Congregation. His weakness and vacillation had, however, 
by that time already borne fruit. 

Leonard Beyer, an Augustinian, another of Luther's 
youthful pupils, was chosen by him to defend the theses at 
Heidelberg under his own supervision. The Disputation 
was held in the Lecture-room of the Augustinian monastery 
in the town, Among the numerous guests present were 
the professors of the University of Heidelberg. They were 
not of Luther's way of thinking, and rather inclined to join 
issue in the discussion, though in general their demeanour 
was peaceable; one of the younger professors, however, 
in the course of the dispute voiced his disagreement in an 
interruption: “If the peasants hear that, they will 
certainly stone you.” 

Among those present, four young theologians, who at a 
later date went over to the new faith and became its active 
promoters, followed with lively interest the course of the 
discussion, in which Luther himself frequently took part ; 
these were Martin Bucer, an eloquent Dominican, afterwards 
preacher at Strasburg and a close friend of Luther ; Johann 
Brenz, a Master of Philosophy, who subsequently worked 
for the new teaching in Swabia; Erhard Schnepf, who 
became eventually a preacher in Warttemberg, and Theobald 
Billicanus, whom the theologians at Heidelberg who 
remained faithful to the Church summoned to be examined 
before them on account of his lectures, and who then was 
responsible for the apostasy of the town of Nérdlingen. The 
Disputation at Heidelberg had a great influence on all 
these, and rendered them favourable to Luther. 

The first named, Martin Bucer, full of enthusiasm for 
Luther, informed a friond, that at the ond of the Disputation 
he had completely triumphed over all his opponents and 
roused in almost all his hearers admiration of his learning, 
eloquence, and fearlessness.? 

If, however, we consider the theses from the theological 








1 Kolde, p. 327. 

2 Bucer to Beatus Rhenanus, May 1, 1518, in the Correspondence 
of Bentus Rhenanus, ed. Horawitz and Hortfelder, Leipzig, 1860, 
p. WO f, Alo in " itctaio disiorica de disputatione dlesdeboergendl og 
Beaton Rhenarum,” printed in the “Introductio in hist. evang.”” by 
D, Gerdesius, Groningen, 1744, Supp., p. 178. Cp. “ Luthers Werke, 
Weim. ed., 1, p. 352, Opp. Lat. var," 1, p. 385. 
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standpoint, we are able to understand better the impression 
which Bucer in the same Ictter statcs they made on others, 
namely, that this new theology of Wittenberg, which 
exalted itself above Scholasticism and the leari 
previous ages, and even above the t 
Church from the time of her Divine institution, justified the 
most scrious apprehensions and indictments, 











‘Twenty-eight theses had been selected from theology and 
twelve from philosophy. The very first theological proposition 
declared in Luthor's bold, paradoxical style, that the law of God 
was unable to assist a man to righteousness, but, on the contrary, 
was @ hindrance to him in this respect." Some of the other 
propositions were hardly less strong: Man's works, however good 
they may be, are probably never anything but mortal sins (3) ; 
after sin free will is will only in name, and when a man has done 
the best he is eapable of, he commits a mortal sin (13). Tf these 
assertions recall some which we have heard before, they are 
followed by others expressing, in the most startling manner, his 
theory on grace. “He is not righteous who performs many 
work, but he who, without works, believes firmly in Christ” 
(25). The law says, ‘ do this" and it is never done ; Grace says 
‘believo in Him (Christ) " and everything ia already dona " (26). 
“Man must. altogether despair of himself in ordor to be fit to 
receive the grace of Christ:"" (18). 

In the proofs, the text of which is still extant and was probably 
printed together with the theses, we read other statements 
which remove all doubt as to the seriousness of the propositions 
put forth = * Righteousnoss is infused by faith, for we read: ‘ the 
just man liveth by faith ' (Rom. i. 17) ‘not as though the 
just man did not perform any works, but because his works are 
not the causo of righteousness, but righteousness is the cause of 
the works. Grace and faith are infused without any work on our 
part, and then the works follow." 

Luther in one passage of these “proofs” addresses to himself 
the only too-well-founded objection: “Therefore wo will be 
content without virtue es we on our part are able only to sin 1”"* 
But instead of solving this objection in a proper form, he answers 
rhetorically : ‘No, fall on your knees and implore grace, put 
your hope in Christ in Whom is salvation, life and resurrection. 
Foar and wrath ere wrought by the law, but hope and mercy 
by grace.” 

Underlying the whole Disputation, we perceive that antegon- 
ism to the fear of God as the Judge of transgressions against the 


3 Werke,” Weim, ed, 1, p. 353, “ Opp. Lat 1, p. 38: 
2 Conel. 25, “ Werke,” Weim. ed., 1, p. 30s. “Opp. Lat. var, 
402, 

PM Conel. 16, “ Quid ipitur faciemus ? Vacabimue otio, quia nihil nisi 

peccatum Jacimus.” 

Werke,” Weim, ed., 1, p. 300. “ Opp. Lat, var.,” 1, p. 398, 
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Jaw, which the reader has before remarked in Luther ; that fear 
‘which Catholic teaching had hitherto represented as the beginning 
of conversion and justification. 

Utterances drawn from that mysticism into which he had 
phinged and the language of which he had at that time made his 
‘own, are also noticeable, He speaks at the Disputation of the 
annihilation through which a man must pass in order to arrivo at 
the certainty of salvation (a road which is assuredly only for the 
fow, whereaa all stand in need of certainty): “Whoever ia not 
dostroyed and brought hack to nothingness by tho cross and 
suffering, attributes to himself works and wisdom. But whoever 
has passed through this annihilation. docs not pursue works, but 
leaves God to work and to do all in him; it is the same to him 
whether ho performs works or not: he is not proud of himself 
when he does anything, nor despondent when God does not work 
in him.”! Ho thon proceeds, describing tho absolute passivity 
of his mysticism as the foundation of the process of salvation s 
* He [who is to be justified] knows that it is enough for him to 
suffer and be destroyed by the cross in order to be yet moro 
annihilated. This is what Christ meant when He said (John 
iii. 7): ‘Ye must be born again.’ If Christ speaks of * being born 
again,’ it necesserily follows that wo must first die, ie. foel death 
‘a8 though it were present."* 











Besides the antagonism to true and well-grounded fear, and 
the mystical vencer, there is third psychological clement 
which must be pointed out in the Heidelberg Theses, viz, 
the uncalled-for emphasis laid on the strength of con- 
cupiscence and man’s inclination to what is evil, and the 
insufficient appreciation of the means of grace which lead 
to victory, This view of the domination of evil, which 
must ultimately be favourable to libertinism, accompanies 
the theoretical expression and the practical realisation of 
his system. 

In the Heidelberg Disputation we find in the proof of thesis 13, 
already referred to: ‘Tt is clear as day that frea will in man, 
after Adam's Fall, is merely a name and therefore mo free will at 
all, at least as regards the choice of good ; for it is a captive, and 
the servant of sin; not as though it did not exist, but because 
it is not free except for what is evil."* This Luther pretends to 
find in Holy Scripture (John viii, 34, 36), in two passages of St. 
Augustine “and in countless other places.'’ He undertakes to 
prove this in a special note, by tho fact thet, according to tho 
teaching of the Fathers of the Church, man is unable during life 
to avoid all faults, that he must fall without the assistance of 
grace, and that, according to 2 Timothy ii. 26, he is held captive 
hy the ‘snares of the devil.” “The wicked man sins,” he says, 


+ Conch. 24. * Cp. above, p. 202i. 
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“ when he does what is good.” “ The righteous men also sins in 
his good works,” according to the words of the Apostle: “ But I 
see another law in my members fighting against the law of my 
mind ” (Rom. vii. 23). God works everything in us; but juat an 
the carpenter, however capable he may be, cannot work properly 
with a jagged axe, s0, in spite of God’s work, sin still remains, 
owing to the imperfection of tho tool He makes use of, i.e, on 
account of the sinfulness which permeates us,* 

“Tho mercy of God consists in this, that He haa patience with 
us in spite of our sins ond graciously accepta our works and our 
life notwithstanding their complete worthlessness. .. . We 
escape His Judgment through His merey [to which we cling 
through faith alone), not by our own righteousness. . . . God 
excuses our works and makes them pardonable; He supplics 
what is wanting in us, and thus He is our righteousness.""* 

“How ia it possible that a ‘ servant of sin’ should do anything 
cle but sin? How can a man perform # work of light when he 
is in darkness, a work of wisdom when he is a fool, the work of a 
whole man when he is lying there sick, ete. ? ‘Therefore alll that 
a man does is the work of the devil, of 
foolishness.” ‘* Why do wo say that concupiscenco is irresistible ? 
Woll, just try to do what you can, but without concupisconeo ! 
Of course, this is impossible, Thus your nature does not keep 
the law. If you do not keep this, then still less can you keep the 
law of charity 


The crown of all this is found in certain propositions 
from another of Luther’s Disputations (the fourth) held at 
Wittenberg in 1518, of which the eminently characteristic 
title is: “For the ascertaining of the Truth and for the 
Quieting of anxious Consciences.” Here we find tl 
exhortation: ‘Cast yourself with a certain despair of 
your own sclf, more particularly on account of the sins of 
which you are ignorant, with confidence into the abyss of 
the merey of God, Who is true to His promises, The sum 
total is this : The Just man shall live by faith, not, however, 
by works or by the law.” 4 Such is the theology which he 
calls the “ Theology of the Cross.""* ‘The Church, with a 
past of fifteen centuries behind her, also taught that the just 
man must live by faith, but by this she mcant a real faith 























1 In the Explicatio concluaionéa VI, " Werke,” Weim. ed., 1, p. 367, 
where the oditor sys in a note: “ Martin Bucer testifies in his lettor 
to Beatus Rhenanus on May 1, 2518, that this comparison was made 
by Luther in the Disputation.”” Seo p. 74, n. 9. 
ferke,” Weim. ed. I, p. 370. 

Ibid., pp. 371, 374. 

* tid, p. 633. 

® Disput., Heidelberg, an. 1518, thes. 24. Cp. thes, 20. * Werke."* 
Weim, ed., I, p. 362 £ Cp. above, p. 
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which leads to the love of the cross, which expresses itself in 
submission, in salutary fear, in a striving after what is good 
and which bears in itsclf the sceds of charity, She thus 
exhorted the faithful to penance, the practice of good works 
and a practical embracing of the cross, That was her 
“Theology of the Cross.” 


The three more important Disputations considered above 
were designated by Luther himself as the ‘ hoginning of the 
evangelical business.” He gave the title Initium negocié 
evangelici to a collection of the thescs debated at these 
Disputations which appcarcd in print at Wittenberg in 
1538. It is significant that the theses against Tetzcl and 
on Indulgenees have no place in this collection of the earliest 
“ evangelical " documents. 

While Luther was on his way back from Heidelberg, in a 
letter to Trutfettcr his former professor, he submitted 
certain thoughts on his own theological position, which may 
well be deemcd his programme for the future. To this worthy 
man, who failed to share his views and had given him timely 
warning of his errors, he says: “To speak plainly, my 
firm belief is that the reform of the Church is impossible 
unless the ecclesiastical laws, the Papal regulations, 
scholastic theology, philosophy and logic as they at present 
exist, are thorcughly uprooted and replaced by ether 
studics, Iam so convinced of this that I daily ask the Lord 
that the really pure study of the Bible and the Fathers may 
speedily regain its true position.”? 

In this remarkable letter, which is a curious mixture of 
respect and disputations audacity, Luther admits that, on 
account of his teaching on grace, he is already being scolded 
in public sermons as a “heretic, a madman, a scducer and 
one possessed by many devils”; at Wittenberg, however, 
he says, at the University all, with the exception of one 
licentiate, declare that “ they had hitherto been in ignorance 
of Christ and His gospel.” Too many charges were brought 
against him. Let them ‘speak, hear, believe all things of 
him in all places,” he would, nevertheless, go forward and 
not be afraid. Here he docs not pass over his theses against 
Tetzel in silence; they had, he says, been spread in a quite 











2 Cp. Werke,” Weim. 
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unexpected manner, whercas with his other theses this had 
not been the ease ; this he regretted as otherwise he would 
have “ expressed them more clearly.” When publishing his 
Indulgence theses he had had the truth concerning “ the 
grace of Christ "—which he also defended at Heidelberg— 
much at heart, for the result of the abuse of the system of 
Indulgences was, that there was scarcely anyone who did 
not hope to obtain the great gift of the “ grace of God ” by 
means of a paltry Indulgence, a disgraccful reversal of the 
true order of things. 





4. Attitude to the Church 


The foundations of the principal crroncous doctrines of 
the new theology were already laid at a time when Luther 
was still unmistakably asserting the authority of the Church 
and the Papacy and the duty of submission incumbent on 
all who desired to be true Christians. 

Neither before his deviation from the Church’s doctrine 
nor whilst the new views were growing and becoming fixed, 
did he go astray with respect to the binding nature of the 
Church's teaching office, or seek to undermine the Divine 
pre-eminence of the Holy See. Such a course would, it is 
truc, have been logical, as not onc of the doctrincs which 
the Church proposes for belief can be assailed without the 
whole of her doctrinal cdifice being affected, and without 
calling in question both her infallibility and her rightful 
authority. Only subscquent to the Leipzig Disputation, at 
which Luther unreservedly denied the doctrinal authority 
of General Councils, do we find him prepared to abandon 
the traditional view with regard to the Church and her 
teaching office. 

The formal principle of Lutheranism dates only from this 
denial, The determining factor is no Ionger ceclesiastical 
authority, but the private judgment of the individual, i.e. 
the understanding of Holy Seripture—now considercd as 
the only source of religious knowledge—acquired under the 
guidance of Divine enlightenment. Evcan then Luther 
was in no hurry to formulate any clear theory of the Church, 
of the Communion of the Faithful, of the oneness of Faith, 
and of its mouthpiece. On the contrary, he frequently 
returns then and even later, as will be scen below, to his 
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earlicr conception of the Church, so natural was it to him and 
to his time, so indispensable did her claims appear to him, 
and so logically did they result from the whole connection 
between Divine Revelation and the scheme of salvation. 

How are we to explain this contradiction so long present 
in Luther’s mind, viz. his abandonment of the prineipal 
dogmas of the Church and, at the same time, his cmphatic 
assertion of the Church's authority ? Chiefly by his lack of 
theological training, also by his confusion of mind and 
deficiency in real Church feeling; then again by his excess 
of imagination, by his pscudo-mysticism, and above all by 
his devotion to his own idcas. Morcover, as we’ know, 
the two conflicting tencencies did not dwell at peace within 
him but were responsible for great restlessness and trouble 
of mind. Had he been more in living touch with the faith 
and spirit of the Church, he would doubtless have recognised 
the urgent necessity of choosing between an absolute 
abandonment of his new theological views and a definite 
breach with the Church of his fathers. In explanation of 
the confusion of his attitude to the Church we must call to 
mind what has already been said, how, owing to the evils 
rampant in the Church, he had not had the opportunity of 
secing that Divine institution at its best, a fact which may 
have helped to weaken in his mind the coneeption of her 
sublime mission and the binding nature of her ancient faith. 
He remained in the Church, just as he remained in the 
religious state, though its ideals had become sadly obscured 
in his eyes. 

In its place he built up for himself an imaginary world, 
quite mistaking the true state of affairs with regard to his 
own position, He fancied that the representatives of the 
Chureh would gradually come round to his point of view, 
seeing that it was so well founded, He thought that the 
Papacy, when better informed, would never be able to 
condemn the inferences he had made from the clear Word 
of God, and his precious discovery for the solacing of every 
sinner, 

Perhaps he also sought to shelter himself behind the 
divergent opinions entertained by the theologians of that 
day h regard to justification. Several details, as yet 
undefined, of this dogma, were then diversely explained, 
though no doubt existed regarding the essentials. The 
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views propounded by members of the Council of Trent 
show how many side questions in this department called for 
definition and learned research before the Council could 
arrive at the elassi formulation of the whole matter.1 No 
truc theologian, however, owing to want of distinctness in the 
minor details of the dogma was, like Luther, prepared to 
cast it overboard, or to demand its entire revision. 

In the ease of this strangely constituted man inward 
disecrnment alone eonnted for anythit 

With him this outweighed far too casily all the claims of 
external authority, and how could it be otherwise when, 
already at an carly stage of his career, while perusing the 
Moly Scriptures he had felt the Spirit of God in his new 
ideas? We have a picture of his feclings in his Ietter to 
Spalatin of January 18, 1518, in which he says, the principal 
thing when studying the Book of Books is to“ despair of our 
own learning and our own sagacity.” ‘* Be confident that 
the Spirit will instil the sense into your mind. Believe this 
on my experience. Therefore begin, starting with a humble 
despair, to read the Bible from the very commencement.” * 
‘There is here no refcrence to the traditional interpretation 
handed down from the first centuries through the Fathers 
and the theologians in place of this cach one is invited to 
seck for enlightenment under the guidance of that light 
which he assumes to be the “ Spirit” 






































And yet Luther’s teaching with regnrd to the authority of the 
Universal Church is, according to a sermon preached in 1516, as 
follows: The Church cannot err in proclaiming the faith ; only 
the individual within her is liable to error, But let him beware 
of differing from the Church ; for the Churel’s leaders are tho 
walls of the Church and our fathers; they are the eye of the body, 
din them we must seok the light."3 "As the idea hag not ys 
daywacd upon him that the whole body of tho bishops had strayed 
from the path of truth, he does net consider it necessary first to 
seck where the true Church is; he simply finds it there where 
Peter presides in his successors. No private illumination, no 
works however great, justify a separation from the Papecy.€ In 
accordance with this principle, even in ISLS, arsidst the storm 
of excitement and not long before the p 4s scrmon on 
excomminnieation, he % Staupitz, his Superior, with the 
utmost confidence: “1 shall hold the Church's authority in all 





























* Cp. Mohler, 
2 Frietweelisely Ly ps 1 

3 Werke," Weim, td, 3 pe 170, 
“Werke,” Weim. ed., I, p. 69. See above, p. 34 f 


* Symbolik,” pp, 100, 154 ff. 
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honour"; it is true, he goes on to say: “I have no scruplo, 
Reverend Father, about going forward with my explaration and 
interpretation of the Word of God, The summons [to Rome] and 
the menaees which have heen uttered do not move me, I am 
suffering, as you know, incomparably worse things which allow 
me to pay but little heed to such as are temporal and transitory.”4 

The woes which he repeatedly utters against heretics, and of 
which we have already given a atriking example (above, p. 225), 
are very startling, coming from his lips, In his exposition of the 
Psalms he points a warning finger at pride, tho souree of all 
heresies : “Out upon our madness, how often and how greatly, 
do wo fall into this fault |All the hereties fell through inordinate 
love of their own ideas. Hence it was not possible but that what 
was false should appear to them tras, and, what was true, fale. 
« «. Wisdom, in its original purity, ean exist only in the humble 
and meek.""* 





























It would be casy to multiply the passages in which Luther, 
in his carly days, asserts with absolute conviction the 
various doctrines of the Church which at a later date he was 
tofattack. 

Tt may suffice to take as an example the doctrine of 
Indulgences [which was soon to beeome the centre of 
the controversy started by his theses on this subject. 
Luther presents the doctrine quite clearly and correctly 
in a sermon on Indulgences preached in 1816.8 Here he 
makes his own the general Catholic teaching, notwith- 
standing that it clashes with his ideas on grace and justifiea- 
tion, a fact of which he assuredly was aware, 








“An Indulgence,” he says, “is the remission of the temporal 
punishment which the penitent would have to undergo, whether 
imposed by the priest or endured in Purgatory ; formerly, for 
instance, seven years [of penance] were imposed in this way for 
certain sins.” “Therefore we must not. imagine that our salva~ 
tion is straightway secured when we have gained an Indulgence,” 
aa it merely remits tho temporal punishment. Those alono 
obtain complete remission of the punishment who, by real con= 
tition and confession, are reconciled y.ith God.” The souls in 
Purgatory, as the Bull expressly states, profit. by the Indulgence 
only so far as the power of the Keys of Holy Church extend " ; 
" per applicationem intercessioniz,” as he says, i.e. to use the 
common theological expression, " per modum stffragii."* “Hence 
the immediate and complete liberation of souls from Purgatory 
is not to be assumed.” “ The Indulgences are [i,e, are based on] 
the merits of Christ and His saints and are therefore to be 


1 Latter of September 1, 1518, " Briefweehsel,” 1, p. 223, 
“Werke,” Weim, cd, 4, p. 83, 
8 Toad, Ap. 65a" Thi 
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accepted with due veneration.” “ However the caso may stand 
with regard to the abuses to be apprehended in the use of in- 
dulgences,” so he ends his lengthy and important explanation, 
“the offer and acceptance of Indulgences is of the greatest utility, 
and perhaps in our times when God’s mercy is so greatly despised, 
it is His Will to bestow His favours upon us by means of these 
Indulgences... . Indulgences must, however, never lead us, of 
the Church militant, to a false senso of socurity and to spiritual 
indolonce.” Tho speaker goes much more fully into detail on 
meny difficult questions than could be done in a sermon to-day, 
On certain subtle points of theological controversy regarding 
Indulgences, which had as yet not beon definitely settled among 
the learned, he admits his ignoranco and his doubts. One thing, 
however, is certain, namely, that he had no right to assert, as he 
did later, that the age was steeped in the deepest ignorance with 
regard to the nature of Indulgences, merely because some of these 
more recondite questions had not been fully solved. His own 
sermon just quoted is a refutation of the charge. 

In this sermon he also attacks the abuses which in those days 
were connected with the system of Indulgences, particularly the 
disorders which prevailed at the sermons and collections made for 
Indulgences granted in support of various pious works and 
usually undertaken by certain noted popular preachers. In one 
of his strong generalisations he thus addressed his hearers at. the 
very commencement: ‘Indulgences have become the dirty 
tocl of avarice! Who ix there who seeks the salvation of souls 
by their means and not rather the profit of his purse? ‘Tho 
behaviour of the Indulgence-preachers makes this plain; for 
these commissaries and their delegates do nothing in their 
sormons but praise tho Indulgences and urge the people to give 
donations, without instructing them as to what an Indulgence is.""* 

At that time John Tetzel was making a great stir with 
the preaching of the Indulgence granted by Pope Leo X for 
the church of St. Peter in Rome. 

Luthcr’s inward falling away from the teaching of the 
Chureh and his whole state of mind had made him ripe for 
a great public struggle. His action with regard to Tetzel 
was merely the result of what had gone before, and the 
consequences of the controversy were vastly more important 
than the actual point in dispute. 

Many years later, when the circumstances appeared to 
him very different from what they really were, Luther 
related that he had lived in humble retirement in his 
monastery, studying Holy Seripture and following his calling 
as Doctor of the Word of Ged until he was drawn by foree 
into the controversy, and called forth into the arena of 


1 Werke,” Weim. ed, 1, p. 63. 
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public life. ‘I was completely dead to the world till God 
deemed the time had come ;_ then Squire Tetzel excited me 
with the Indulgenec and Doctor Staupitius spurred me on 
against the Pope.” 1 

Then gradually, so he says, his ““ other preaching followed,” 
i.e, that against “* holiness by works,” and set free those who 
had become “quite weary” of Popery with its self-righ teous- 
ness; this “other preaching” was as follows Christ 
Be at rest; thou art not pious, I have done all for 
thee, thy sins are forgiven thee.” 2 Nevertheless, for some 
years, so he assures us, he continued to practise “in ignor- 
ance "’ the works of idolatry and unbelicf in the monastery, 
those works to which “ everyone elung ” ; ? then at last he 
cut himself adrift and Iaid aside the monk's habit “ to 
honour Ged and shame the devil.” ¢ 

















Fle ei, 48, pe 40L 2 Tid. 49, p. 300, 
ed. Bindseil, 1, p. 183. These words aze there placed 
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CHAPTER IX 
THE INDULG 
1, Tetzel's preaching of the Indulgence ; the 95 theses 


A wemnen of the Deminican Order who would otherwise 
have remained but little known in history obtained through 
Luther a world-wide name. 

Everyone has heard of the Indulgence-preacher, John 
Tetzel, the active and able popular speaker, to whom 
Albert of Brandenburg, Arehbishop and Elector of Mayence, 
entrusted the proclamation of the Indulgence granted by 
Leo X for the building of the new Church of St. Peter. In 
1516 and 1517 he made the Indulgence known throughout 
the diveeses of Magdeburg and Halberstadt, appealing 
everywhere for funds to carry out the great enterprise in 
Rome. What he taught was, in the main, the same as Luther 
had previously taught regarding Indulgenecs (sce above, 
P- 824); he, like all theologians, was careful to point out 
that an Indulgence was to be considered merely as a re- 
mission of the temporal punishment due to sin, but not of 
the actual guilt of sin.!_ He declared, quite rightly, that the 
erection of the Church of St. Peter was a matter of common 
interest to the whole Christian world, and that the donations 
towards it were to be looked upon as part of the pious 
undertakings and good works which were always required 


3 Many of the erroncous Protestant notions as to the doctrine of 
Indulgences might he rmoved by glance at any Catholic handbook 
of theology, See, for instanec, Hunter, "Th nite" ec TT (19035, 
t By p. 499 sey. relaxation 
peener et culper,” whieh has shweked se 28s plained ia. 
the corrcet historical und theological sense, reference, for instance, 
nade to (Tee article by N, Paulus (partly against Th. Brieger) iat 
jeitsehrift. fp kath, ‘Theol p. 48 ff “Join von 
Paltz uber Alslass und tour." yaltz is an 
authentic witness to, Ne guilt is 
remitted,” he says, virtue of tho Sacrament of Penance which is 
hero introduced, and ily hy virtue of tho Indulgence 
which is hero dispensed.’ 1 fol X. 1, in Paulus, p. 51m. te 
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by the Church as one of the conditions for gaining an 
Indulgence, At the same time, in accordance with the 
teaching and practice of the Church, he demanded of all, as 
an cssential preparation for the Indulgence, conversion and 
change of heart together with a good confession.? 

he proclamation of this Indulgence on behalf of St. 
Peter's—which was preached throughout almost the whole 
of the Christian world—in the great dioceses of Mayence 
and Magdeburg, had been entrusted by Leo X, in 1514, to 
Archbishop Albert of Brandenburg, who held both these 
sees. 

This respected but worldly minded Elector had made the 
customary payment, in this instance a very heavy one, to 
the Roman Court for his confirmation in the see of Mayence 
and in return for the palliam. He had also, in compliance 
with an appeal made by the Papal Dataria, presented 
to the Holy Sec ten thousand ducats, which he had raised 
through the Fuggers of Augsburg, in order to secure the 
above Indulgence for his dioceses ; in return for this the Pope 
had made over to him, once for all, one-half of the total 
proceeds of the Indulgence. With this he hoped to repay 
his ercditors, the Fuggers.* The details of this affair will 
be dealt with later, but we may here remark that it was 
a transaction which ccrtainly was unworthy of so sacred a 
cause as that of an Indulgence, and which can only be 
explained by the evil customs of that day, the pressure 
applied by Albert's agents, and the influence of the avaricious 
Florentine party at the Papal Court, Though perhaps not 
actually simoniacal it certainly cannot be approved. 

We cannot here refrain from drawing attention to a fact 
which stands for all time as a solemn warning to the pastors 
of the Church. Just as the sight of the corruption, both 
ecelesiastical and moral, in Rome under Julius II, and the 
remembrance of an Alexander VI, had filled Luther with 
bitter prejudice on his journey to Italy, so the extremely 
worldly and regrettable action of the Curia, and episcopal 
toleration of actual abuses in the promulgation of the 
Indulgence, supplied him with weleome matter for his 
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charges and with a deceitful pretext for the seducing of 
countless souls, 

Luther learned many disereditable particulars con- 
cerning the arrangement arrived at between Rome and 
Mayence for the preaching of the Indulgence and the use to 
which half of the spoils was to be applicd. What provoked 
Luther and many others was not only the abuses which 
prevailed in the use of Indulgences, about which there was 
much grumbling, and the constantly recurring collections 
which were a burden both to the rulers and their people, but 
also the tales current regarding the behaviour of the monk 
acting as Indulgence-preacher. Tetzcl did not exactly 
shine as an cxample of virtue, although the charges against 
his carlicr life are as baseless as the reproach of gross ignor- 
ance. He was, as impartial historians have established, 
forward and audacious and given to exaggcration. In his 
sermons, mainly owing to his popular style of address, he 
erred by using expressions only to be styled as strained and 
ill-considered. He even employed phrases of a. repulsive 
nature in his attempts to extol the power of the Indulgence 
preached by him. In addition to this, in explaining how 
the Indulgence might be applicd to the departed, he made 
his own the wrong, exaggerated and quite unauthorised 
opinions of certain isolated theologians, putting them on an 
equal footing with the real teaching of the Church. Such 
private opinions, it is truc, had also found their way into 
some of the official instructions on Indulgences. At any 
rate, Tetzcl, with misplaccd zcal, mingled what was true 
with what was false or uncertain, The great concourse of 
people who gathcred to hear the celebrated preacher also 
led to many disorders, more particularly when, as was the 
cas¢ at Anmaberg, the occasion of the ycarly fair was turned 
to account in order to publish the Indulgence. 

Shortly after the sermon already spoken of Luther 
preached again at Wittenberg on the Indulgence and its 
abuses, but without expressly referring to Tetzel. Another 
sermon on the same subject was delivered at the Castle in 
the presence of the Elector on the occasion of the exposition 
of the rich collection of relies belonging to the Castle Church, 
He still openly admitted the value of Indulgences, but 
morc and morc he was disposed to find fault with the formal- 
ism into which the system had degencratcd. Later he 
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declared that he had begun, already in 1516, “ to dispute 
about Indulgences and to write against the Pope”; only the 
first part of this clause is, however, true, and that only in a 
certain sense, He had as yet written nothing against the 
Primacy or against Indulgences as such. There is also no 
foundation for the statement that, as soon as he heard 
from Staupitz (at Grimma) of Tetzcl’s behaviour, he 
exclaimed : * Please God, I will knock a hole in his drum.” 

It was on the question of Indulgences that the wider 
controversy around his new doctrines, which were now 
complete, was to commence. In Oetober, 1517, he decided 
to miake @ public attack on Tetzel. This he did when, cn 
the Eve of All Saints, October 81, 1517, he nailed up his 95 
theses on Indulgences on the door of the Castle Church at 
Wittenberg. As All Saints was the Titular Feast of the 
Church * and as, on that day, numbers would be flocking 
thither to celebrate the festival, he counted on sceuring 
wide publicity for his theses, As a matter of fact, by 
this means, and thanks to the ¢fforts of Luther and his 
friends, the printed theses were soon known cverywhere. 
Their very boldness and impudence also contributed to 
their popularity. Thcy were soon being read throughout 
Germany, exciting gencral surprise and even admiration of 
the Monk’s language. The number of those who sineerely 
applauded the theses, or who, at any rate, approved of the 
greater part of their contents, was much greater than has 
been generally believed. 

The theses, of course, contained things which were 
incomprehensible to non-thcologians, but the very tone in 
which they were written showed all the stupendous im- 
portance of the step which had been taken. The more 
timid were pacified by an introductory explanation of the 
author embodied in the paper containing the theses, which 
stated that the propositions did not determine anything 
definite, but that “ out of love and zeal for the ascertaining 
of the truth” a public Disputation on these questions 
would be held by Luther at Wittenberg, and that those who 
were precluded from taking a personal part in the debate 
might state their objections i 


' Not the annivemary of its dedication, Cp, N, Miller in the 
“ Archiv fir Reformationsgesch.,” (6), 1909, p. 184, n. 4. 

+ Luther Werke,” Weim. ede 1, p. For the theses see aleo, 
Erl, ed. " Opp. Lat. var.,” 1, p. 285 9e4. 
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If we examine the theses more closely and watch the 
behaviour of their author after they were made public, there 
appears to be no doubt that they were considered by him as 
settled befurchand and not mercly as tentative propositions. 
Many of them, from the theological point of view, go far 

nd a mere opposition of the abuse of Indulgenecs. 
Luther, stimulated by contradiction, had to sone extent 
allercd his previous views gn the nature of Indulgences, and 
brought them more into touch with the fundamental prin- 
ciples of his erroncous theology. 
practical renunciation of the doctrine of Indulgenecs, us 
it had been held up to that time, is to be found in the 




















theses, where Luther states that Indulgenees have no value 
in God’s sight, but are merely to be regarded as the re- 





mission by the Church of the canonical punishment (theses 
5, 20, 21, ete). This destroys the theological meaning of 
Indulgences, for they had always been considered as a 
Temission of the temporal punishment of sin, but as a 
remission which held good before the Divine Judgment- 
seat.t In some of the theses (58, 60) Luther likewise 
attacks the generally accepted teaching with regard to the 
Church’s treasury of grace, on which Indulgences are based. 
Erronceus views concerning the state of purgation of the 
departed eceur in seme of the propositions (18, 19, 29). 
Others appear to contain what is theologically incorrect, 
and connceted with his opinion regarding grace and justifiea- 
tion ; this opinion is not, however, clearly sct forth in the 
list of theses. 

Many of the statements are mere irritating, insulting and 
cynical observations on Indulgences in general, no distinetion 
being made between what was good and what was perverted. 
Thus, for instance, thesis 66 declares the * treasures of 
Indulgences ” to be simply nets in which the wealth of 
mankind is caught.” Others again scoff and mock at the 
authority of the Church, as, for example, thesis 86, Why 
docs not the Pope build the Basi of St. Peter with his 
own moucy and not with that of the poverty-stricken 
faithful, secing that he possesses Lo-day greater riches than 
the most wealthy Craesus 

In order that a evr 


























in ccho of the author's mystical 


* Cp, Nos. 19, 20 and 21 of the 41 propositions of Luther condemned 
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Theologia Crucis may not be wanting even in this public 
document, the last two theses contain a protest against the 
formalism of the system of Indulgences : “ Let Christians 
be exhorted to follow Christ, their Head, through suffering 
and through the pains of death and hell,”’ “ in order the 
better to reach heaven they should put their trust in much 
tribulation rather than in the certainty of peace.” 

‘The 95 theses spread rapidly through Germany, adding 
dangerously to the already widespread dissatisfaction with 
the Church and the Pope. 

To Scultetus, Bishop of Brandenburg, within whose jurisdic- 
tion Wittenberg lay, and to others, too, Luther continued 
to explain the matter as though the thescs were mercly 
intended to serve as the basis for a useful Disputation,? 
which, however, as a matter of fact, never took place. He 
assured the chief pastor of Brandenburg of his absolute 
submission and his readiness to follow the Catholic Church in 
everything. At the same time, however, he stated quite 
clearly that, in his opinion, nothing could be advanced 
against his theses either from Holy Seripture, Catholic 
doctrine or canon law, with the exception of the utterances 
“of some few canonists, who spoke without proofs, and of 
some of the scholastic Doctors who chcrished similar views, 
but who also were unable to demonstrate anything ” ; it 
was not, of course, for him to give any decision, but he 
might surely be permitted to open a discussion by means 
of the Disputation. 

Relying on his skill at debate, he looked forward to a 
victory over Tetzel and to an opening for commencing the 
struggle against the sbuses connected with the preaching of 
the Indulgence. Here we may reeall the words of his pupil 
Oldecop, already quoted before : “He spoke in unmeasured 





terms against it fie. Indulgence-preaching], with great . 


impetuosity and audacity.” He started the controversy, 
being, says Oldccop, ‘* by nature proud and audacious.”? 
Carried away by the astounding and ever-growing 
applause of those who were otherwise loyal to the Church, 
and deaf to the warmings and admonitions given him, 
Luther launched among the people a German work entitled 
3 Letter to Dishop Hieronyanus Scultetus of Felruny 19) 1618 (2), 
“ Briciwechsel" cr que cunt de quibue dicbite, nonnudta 


ignoro, abigua et Nh asi s © Duane won oeor a 
+“ Chronik,” ed. K. Euling, p. 48. Cp. above, p. 280. 
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“A Sermon on Indulgences and Grace,” which contains 
statements yet more vehement and seditious. Almost at 
the same time, and in the greatest haste, he put on paper the 
weighty ‘* Resolutions” on his theses, written in Latin 
for the benefit of the more leamed. The latter appeared in 
print in the spring of 1518, 

Meanwhile, at the beginning of 1518, the Archbishop of 
Mayence had forwarded to Rome an account of the move- 
ment which had been started and of the Monk’s theses. 
‘As a result of this step the Pope, Leo X, on February 8, 
instructed P. Gabricle della Volta, Viear to the General of 
the Augustii 8, to seek to tum Luther aside from his 
erroneous views by letter and by the admonitions of honest 
and Iearned men; delay might fan the spark into a flame 
which it might be impossible to extinguish. 

There is no doubt that instructions to this cffect were 
despatched by Volta to Staupitz, and probably other 
measures were contemplated at the approaching Chapter of 
the German Augustinian Congregation at Heidelberg ; the 
calming of the storm was a duty incumbent primarily on 
the Order itsclf, and the Holy See accordingly decided to 
act through Luther's immediate superiors. Unfortunately, 
nothing whatever is known of any steps taken by the Order 
at this carly stage, At the Heidelberg Chapter, which was 
held towards the end of April (above, p. 815) the election of 
a new Vicar-Gencral of the Congregation to which Luther 
belonged had to take place ; a new Rural Viear had also to 
be elected in place of Luther, as the latter had now com- 
pleted his term of office. It seems plain that Staupitz and 
the large party who favoured Luther wished to act as gently 
as possible and not to interfere in the movement beyond 
making the neeessary change in the person of the Rural 
Vicar. 

After Luther had reccived the summons to Heidelberg, 
the Elector wrote to Staupitz a letter dated Friday in 











1 Cp. Pastor, “History of the Popes,” volume vii, English trans. 
lation, p. 361. Kalkoff, “Forschungen zu Luthers romischem Prozess,"” 
Rom, 1005, p. 44 f,, and ‘Za Luthers rémischem Prozea: Das 
Vosfahten des Erzbischofs v. Moinz gogen Luther,” in ‘ Zeitechrift 
far Kirchongesch,"” 31, 1910, pp. 48-65. Cp. ébid., p. 368 #f., on the 
Dominicans. Both authors should be consulted for the subsequent 
history of Romo’s intervention. Tho Papal letter in Bombi, Epistolar 
Leonis X, 1, 16, m. 18, 
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Easter week, with a request to sce that Luther, on account 
of his lectures, “shall return here at the very earliest and not 
be delayed or detained,” ! We cannot infer from this or 
from the Elector’s letter of safe conduct for Luther himself, 
that measures against him were anticipated at the Chapter. 
These documents merely prove the exceptional favour 
which Luther cnjoyed with the reigning Prince, 

Luther started from Wittenberg on April 11. Being a monk 
he had to make the journey on foot as far as Wirsburg ; 
after having been hospitably cutertained by the Bishop, 
Lorenz von Bibra, who was very well disposed towards him, 
he proceeded to Heidelberg by coach, together with Johann 
Lang and some other monks, The Chapter re-elected 
Staupitz and made Johann Lang Rural Vicar in Luther's 
stead, a choice which, as already hinted, expressed approval 
rather than disapproval of what Luther had done. It was 
also very significant of the position adopted by the Augus- 
tinian Congregation, that Luther should have been per- 
mitted to preside at the Heidelberg Disputation. He 
advaneed the theses, which have already been discussed 
(above, p. 817}, containing the denial of free will, i.e. the 
most important clement of his new teaching, and entrusted 
their defence to Master Leonard Beyer, an Augustinian of 
Wittenberg, who conducted the debate in the presence of the 
assembled Chapter and professors of Heidelberg University, 
who had also been invited. It is remarkable that the 
question of Indulgcnecs, which was so greatly agitating 
the minds of all, was not touched upon in the Disputation. 
Perhaps it was thought better, from motives of prudence, 
to avoid this subject altogether at Heidelberg. 

At the beginning of May Luther returned to Wittenberg 
by way of Wiirzbutg and Erfurt. Te took advantage of his 
stay at Dresden to preach a sermon before Duke George 
d his Court on July 25, 1518, In this sermon he spoke 
in sueh a way of ‘the true understanding of the Word of 
God,” of the “ Grace of Christ and cternal Predestination,” 
and of the overeoming of the “ Fear of God,” that the Duke, 
who was a staunch adherent of the Church, was much 
displeased, and often declared afterwards that such teaching 
only made men prestumptuous, The account of the sermon 
and of Duke George's opinion is first found in the" Origines 

1 Koldo, “ Die deutsche Augustinerkongregation,” p. 313. 
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Saronice ” * of George Fabricius, who dicd in 1571, But 
Luther himself refers to the opposition excited in several 
quarters by a controversial scrmon he preached. there, 
and remarks, cynically; such fault-finders only speak 
from an idle desire for praise ; these gossips want everything 
and are able to do nothing, they are a" serpent’s brood,” 
“ masked faces” whom I despise.? 

‘On his return to Wittenberg he devoted himself to finishing 
the Resolutions on the Indulgence theses. On August 21 
he sent the first printed copy to Spalatin, 

These Latin Resolutiones disputationis de virtute indul- 
gentiarum, which dealt exclusively with the defence of the 
95 theses, were more hostile in tone towards the whole 
system of Indulgences than any of his previous utterances. 
They show Luther's fiery temper and his state of irritation 
even more plainly than the theses themsclves. In them his 
new teaching on faith and grace was for the first time 
launched on the public in unmistakable outline. Even 
abroad the learned were drawn into the movement by the 
Latin publication which brought the matter within their 
range. 

Together with his Resolutions, Luther published two 
letters, very submissive in tone, addressed, one to the Bishop 
of Brandenburg, as Ordinary of Wittenberg, and the other 
to Pope Leo X. To the Pope he said that he had ventured 
to address himself to him bceause he had learned that some 
persons at Rome were attempting to blacken his reputation, 
as though he were infringing the power of the Keys of 
the suce: r of St. Peter. He explained the reason of the 
controversy from his own point of view and declared : “T 
cannot recant.” In the same Ictter, however, he asyerts 
his readiness to listen to Leo's voice “as to the Vaicc of 
Christ, who presides in him and speaks through him” ; one 
thing only he asks, viz. that the Pope will deal with him just 
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‘as he pleases, “ Enliven me, kill me, call me back, confirm 
me, reject me, just as it pleases you!” 1 In the Resolutions, 
on the other hand, we read: “ It makes no impression on 
me what pleases or docs not please the Pope. He is a man 
like other men, There have been many Popes to whom not 
only errors and viecs, but even cnormities (inonstra) were 
pleasing. I attend to the Pope as Pope, ic. as he speaks 
in the laws of the Church, or when he decides in accordance 
with them, or with a Council, but not when he speaks out of 
his own head,” * 

At a later date he did not make any seeret of the weakness 
of so ambiguous a position. On one occasion in later years 
when looking back upon the commencement of the struggle, 
he said he had begun the controversy “as an unreflecting 
and stupid Papist,” that he had been drawn into the 
business by “ his own foolishness,” that his ‘‘ weakness and 
inconsequence ” had been deplorably exhibited, seeing that 
he then still worshipped the Pope; before this Lord of 
Heaven and Earth, he writes, everything still trembled, 
and he, the little monk, more like a corpse than a man, had. 
only dared to advance with lamentable uncertainty and 
fear.® 

In the same passage, he says: “ I was certainly not glad and 
confident at the outset.” ‘* What my heart suffered in the 
first and second years, how I lay on the ground, yea, almost 
despaired, of that they [my rivals, the fanatics] know 
nothing, though they were happy to fall upon the Pope after 
he had been severely wounded [by me]. They have sought 
to take this honour to themselves, and, for all I care, they 
are welcome to it.” “ They are ignorant of the Cross and of 
Satan"'; but I only attained “to strength and wisdom 
through death agonies and combats.” 

While Luther was superintending the printing of the 
Resolutions at Wittenberg he was at the same time engaged 
on other works, 

Johann Eck had replied to his Indulgence theses by the 
so-called “ Obclisci,” which Luther met with the “ Aster- 
isci,” and as Tetzcl, for his part, had issued a refutation of 
the sermon on Indulgence and Grace, Luther brought out a 

1 May 80, 1518 (1), “Bricfwechsel.” 1, p. 200 f, Weim. od., 1, 
p. 527 


©" Opp. Lat. var. 
3 "Opp. Lat. var. 














2, p. 290. Weim. ed. p. 582, Conel. 26. 
4, p. 328 aeg., in a Preface to his Disputations. 
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work in reply, entitled “Freedom of the Sermon on 
Indulgence and Grace.” 

Fearing that the Pope would excommunicate him, Luther 
preached a sermon to the inhabitants of Wittenberg in the 
carly summer of 1518, possibly on May 16, on the power of 
exeommunieation ; what he there put forth excited wide- 
spread comment and irritation, This scrmon he issued in 
print in August, but in an amended form. In it he says 
excommunication is invalid in the case of one who honestly 
asserts the truth; neverthcless, it must be obcyed. He 
blames the all too frequent use of excommunication, as 
many good Churchmen had done before him. It had been 
recognised and taught from Patristie times that unjust 
exeommunication did not deprive the excommunicate of 
a part in the inward life of the Church (anima ecclesie). 
This Luther emphasises for his own party purposcs, but 
without as yet setting up ‘*a new view of the nature of the 
Church.” 

He says, in a letter to his elderly friend Staupitz, that, 
owing to the action of his adversaries, “a new flame ” would 
surely be kindled by this sermon, though he had extolled the 
power of the Pope in it, as was fitting ; he declares that he 
is the persceuted party ; ‘ but Christ still lives and reigns 
yesterday, to-day and for ever. My conscience tells me I 
have taught the truth; but it is just this which is hated 
whenever its name is mentioned. Pray for me that I may 
not rejoice overmuch nor be over-confident in myself in this 
trouble.” He trusts to triumph, by printing the sermon 
referred to, over all those who had listened to it with jealousy, 
and maliciously misrepresented it, Yet his mood is by no 
means one of unmixed joy; he hints in the same letter to 
Staupitz at mysterious interior sufferings which weigh upon 
him “ ineomparably more heavily,” so he says, than the 
fear of any measures Rome may take, At the same time 
he is quite carried away by the idea that he must, at any 
cost, fight against the contempt which the Romanists are 
heaping upon the Kingdom of Christ. 

Meanwhile, in March, 1518, complaints had again been 
carricd to Rome by some Dominicans. Towards the middle 
‘of June fresh official steps were taken by Rome against 
Luther's person, this time without the intervention of the 

2 May 1, 1518, “ Bricfwechsel,” 1, p. 223, 
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Order. The course of these proceedings has been made 
plain by recent research. The Papal Procurator Fiscal, 
Mario de Perusco, raised a formal charge against the monk 
‘on the suspicion of spreading heresy. By order of the Pope, 
the preliminary examination was conducted by the Bishop 
of Ascoli, Girolamo Ghinucci, as Auditor-General for suits 
in the Apostolic Camera, while Silvester Mazzolini of Pricrio 
(Pricrias), the Magistcr S. Pulatii, who, like all Mayors of the 
Apostolic Palace, belonged to the Dominican Order, was 
entrusted with the task of penning a learned opinion on the 
questions involved. 

‘As Pricrias had already made a study of the Indulgence 
theses, he, as he himsclf says, took only three days to draw 
up the opinion, which, moreover, he did not intend to stand 
as an actual theological refutation. It was at once printed, 
being entitled “In prasumptuosas M, Lutheri conclusiones 
de potestate pape dialegus.” The work was not free from 
exaggerations and gratuitous insults, 

At the beginning of July, 1518, Luther was summoned to 
appear within sixty days at Reme to stand his trial. 
Ghinucci and Prierias sent the summons to Cardinal Cajetan, 
who was then stopping at Augsburg, in order that he might 
forward it to the Wittenberg Professor. Pricrias’s pamphilct 
accompanied it, and Luther received both together on 
August 7. He said at a later date in his Table-Talk, alluding 
to the work of the Mayor of the Apostolic Palace, that the 
despatch from Rome had stirred his blood to the utmost, as 
he had then realised that the matter was deadly carnest, 
sinee Rome was inexorable. 

The very next day, with many contemptuous and dis- 
affected remarks on the citation, he sct about inducing the 
Elector to use his influence with the Holy Sce in order that 
judges might be appointed to try the ease in Germany ; he 
hoped to be thereby spared the dreaded journey to Rome. 
It was at that time that he published the sermon on excom- 
munication referred te above. On the day following the 
receipt of the summons he set to work on a pamphict in 
reply to the Dialogus of Prierias, which appeared at the 
end of August.t This Latin Responsio he finished in two 
days, thus beating Pricrias, as he triumphantly informs 
him. It is arrogant and insulting in tonc, vindicates all the 

1 © Worko,!” Weim. ed. 1, p. 617 Ff 
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theses one by one, and asserts some of the errors contained 
in them in still stronger terms than before. He docs not 
as yet deny the infallibility of the Councils, on the contrary, 
he explicitly admits it ;1 neither does he in set words state 
that the Pope may emit false opinions when teaching on 
faith and morals, although in recent times both these errors 
have been said to be embodied in his reply. 


The obscure passage regarding tho possibility of the Councils 
and Popes erring refers to thoir action in ecclesiastico-political 
matters, as tho cases instanced by Luther show more clearly, 
eg. the wars of Popo Julius II and the “ tyrannical acts” which 
he attributes to Boniface VIII. 

It is true that the want of any clear admission in his roply of 
the doctrinal authority of the Church, his violent insistence on the 
Bible as interpreted by himself, and his arbitrary handling of 
the alder theology end practice, gave cause for apprehending 

0 worst, 

Agsinst Prierias he defends the opinion, thet our Saviour 
commanded what was impossible because we are always subject 
to concupiscence ; that the sons of God are forced to do what is 
good rather than left to perform it of their own accord, and, for 
this reason, the higher theology teaches that those actions are 
the best which Christ works in us without our co-operation, and 
those the worst “which—according to the absolutely fals 
teaching of Aristotlo—we porform by our own so-called free will 

From the latter circumstance the pseado-mystic infers that 
fasting, for instance, is excellent when the person who fasta is 
absolutely unconscious of what he is doing and thinking of 
something higher ; at such a moment ho is furthest romoved 
from any craving for food. Sacramental Penance, he says, is 
merely the commencement of penance, and zeal in its use could 
only be maintained by a miraclo.* 

All these idess, which, as we know from what has gone before, 
give a truo picture of the direction of his mind, aro to be found at 
the beginning of the work, of which the confusion is matched only 
by its pretensions. 

“Because Prierias was a Dominican and Thomist, Luther here 
displays the bitterest animosity against. the Thomistie school, 
an animosity which was hencoforth nover to cease, and likewise 
summons his national fecling as a German to help him against 
the Italian. In one of his letters Luther declared that. he would 
let him see there were men in Germany well versed in the arts 
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ond wily tricks of the Romans ; if he continued to incenso him, 
he would make free use of his wit and pen against him. 


In his reply to Pricrias, Luther had referred his opponent 
to the Resolutions to his Indulgence theses, which were 
then already in print, Staupite forwarded to Rome the 
copy destined for the Pope. The letters to Staupitz and 
Leo X, which were incorporated in the work, were dated 
May 80, 1518, though the printing was not finished before 
August 21. As the Resolutions, Luther's most important 
work on the question of Indulgences, obstinately confirmed 
the errors already expressed, more severe measures were 
anticipated on the part of the Curia, 

In his efforts to procure the appointment of judges to 
try his cause in Germany, Luther sought, through the Elector, 
to make use of the mediation of the Emperor Maximilian. 
But the Emperor, who was carnestly solicitous for the 
welfare of religion, and at the same time was anxious to 
secure the Pope's favour om behalf of the election of his 
grandson Charles as King of Rome, wrote to Leo X, 
August 5, 1518, from Augsburg, that out of love for the 
unity of the faith he would support any measures the Pope 
might take against Luther. 

More severe proecedings against Luther were accordingly 
set on foot in Rome, even before the sixty days were over. 
‘These measures are outlined in the Brief of August 28, 1518, 
sent to Cardinal Cajetan, the Papal Legate at the Dict of 
Augsburg. 

In view of the notoricty of Luther’s acts and teaching, 
with the assistanee of the spiritual and secular power, 
Cajetan was to have him brought to Augsburg; should 
foree have to be used, or should Luther not recant, then 
Cajetan was to hand him over to Rome for trial and punish- 
ment ; he himself therefore was not to be the actual judge, 
but only to reecive Luther's recantation. In the event of 
his presenting himself voluntarily at Augsburg and reeanting, 
so ran the instructions, Luther was to find pardon and 
mercy. Should it be impossible to procure his appearance 
at Augsburg, then the measures provided by Jaw and 
custom for such cascs were to be enforced; he and his 
followers were to be publicly excommunicated, and the 
authorities in Church and State were to be forced, if neces- 

1 Késtlin-Kawerau, 1, p. 196. 
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sary under pain of interdict, to seize and deliver up the 
excommunicate. 

The Elector, Frederick the Wise, however, demanded a 
trial before Cardinal Cajetan at Augsburg; this was to be 
carried out with “ paternal gentleness.” He would not 
consent to sanction any other measures. Cajetan met his 
wishes without being untrue cither to the Pope or to himself. 
“A man entirely devoted to study, without much practical 
knowledge of the world, he was no match for such an expert 
Politician as Frederick of Saxony.” * On September 11 he 
obtained from Leo X a Brief placing in his own hands the 
trial and decision on Luther’s case. 

Thus the way was paved for Luther’s historic trial at 
Augsburg. 








Fables regarding Luther and Tetzel 


Before passing on to the trial at Augsburg, we must first 
deal with the legends which cluster round the name of 
‘Tetzel and which were mostly started by Luther and the 
Papal Chamberlain, Carl von Miltitz. 


We hove a detailed critical monograph on Totzol by Dr. N. 
Poulus; “Johann Totzel, der Ablessprodigor,” Mayence, 1899, 
which the same author* has since supplemented by other publica- 
tions. Paulus by his impartial research hea sealed the fate of 
the principal legends connected with Tetzel’s name. 

A statement made by Luther in 1541, i.e. at the time of his 
most bitter polomies, has been repeated countless times since, 
viz. that, in 1612, at Innsbruck, Tetzel the monk was condemned 
by the Emperor Maximilian to be drowned in the River Inn for 
the crime of adultery, and that only the intervention of the 
Elector, Frederick the Wise, had saved him from this fate. Thia 
is an untruth which Luther first made use of in his violent 
pamphlet “ Wider Huns Werst.'”? Before that time he hed never 
mentioned anything of the kind. A. Berger says of the supposed. 
condemnation at Innsbrack: “ Paulus has finally disposed of 
the infamous tele of adultery and no one will ever venture to 
bring it forward egain."* Before this Th. Brioger had declared : 
“Tt is high timo that this story which has been questioned even 
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by Protestants should disappear.!! No authority whatever can 
bo quoted for representing in an unfavourablo light the private 
life of this man, who stood so prominently before the public. 
Concerning the ' supposed. Innsbruck incident, Fr. Dibelius, 
Superintendent at Dresden, says: ‘among the imperfections 
and crimes alleged against Tetzel by his enemies the charge of 
immorality cannot be sustained.”* . 

‘Tho shortsighted Papal Chamberlain Miltitz, in his cagorness 
to secure peaco on any terms, in the first years of the Indulgence 
controversy made common cause with thoso opponents of 
Tetzel who brought forward bascless charges of immorality 
against, him aiter he had withdrawn, at the end of 1518, to the 
pious seclusion of his Dominican priory at Lei Tn mid- 
January, 1519, Tetzel had to endure the most bitter reproaches 
from the ill-informed Papal agent. But, as Oscar Michael re- 
marks, “ all attempts to set up Miltitz as a reliable witness will 
be in vain.”? “What Miltitz rolates of Tetzel is altogether 
unworthy of credence.” Another Protestant writer had already 
before that expressed himself likewise.* 














With regard to the matter of Tetzel’s sermons above 
referred to, it is chiefly to Luther that we owe the charge of 
flagrant errors and gross abuses in his proclamation of the 
Indulgenee. “He wrote,” so Luther explained to his 
friends, “that an Indulgence is a reconciliation between 
Ged and man and takes effect even though a man performs 
no penance, and manifests neither contrition nor sorrow.” 5 
“Tetzel put it so crudely that no one could fail to under- 
stand his meaning.”* 

In his pamphlet of 1541 Luther says: He sold grace for 
moncy at the highest price he could.” He then instances 
six “ horrible, dreadful articles” which the avaricious monk 
had preached. 

One of these which extols his Indulgence contains en offensive 
statement respecting Our Lady ; another ceclarcs that, according 
to Totzel, “it was not necessary to feel sorrow or pain or contrition 
for sin, but whoever bought the Indulgence, or the Indulgence- 
letters,” had also bought an Indulgence for ‘future sins” 
three of the articles sey he had magnified the effects of the Indul- 
gence by the use of unscemly comparisons, and finally, one states 














2 © Theol. Literaturztg.,” 1900, p. 84. 
2 Inaleetare on Tetzel’s Lify and Teaching, “ Dresdener Journal,” 
1903, Mareh 20. 
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‘that his teaching was that embodied in the ribald rhyme: “As 
‘s00n as money in the coffer rings, the soul from purgatory’s fire 
epeings.!" 

As a matter of fact, the accusations brought against Tetzel, 
‘of having sold forgiveness of sins for money without requiring 
contrition, and of having even been ready to absolve from future 
sins in revurn for @ money payment, are, ag N, Paulus, end others 
before him, pointed out, utterly unjust.t Even Carlstadt, after 
he had gone over to the hostile camp of the new teaching, ad- 
mitted that the Indulgence sermons, including those of Tetzel, 
‘wore in agroomont with the genorally accepted teaching of the 
Church ; of the enormities just referred to he knows nothing. 
Above alll, Tetzel’s own writings, likewise his instructions and 
also the testimony of strangers, all speak in his favour. ‘The 
Indulgence,” "Tetzel says in his “ Vorlegung,” “' remits only the 
pain [i.e, the penalty] of sins which have beon repented of and 
confessed.’ “No one merits en Indulgence unless he is in o 
truly contrite state."* Those who procured a Confession-letter 
received, according to an encient usage, with the same letter 
permission to select @ suitable confessor ; for this an alms was 
given. The confessor was able to absolve, after a good confession, 
from all sins, even in reserved cases, and to impart a Plenary 
Indulgenco by virtue of the Papal euthorisstion. 

Tetzel was able with the help of official witnesses to refute 
tho calumny with regard to Mary in his eulogy of the Indulgence. 
‘Thre can, however, be no doubt that he brought the pecuniary 
side of the Indulgence too much into the foreground. Another 
Dominican, a contemporary of his, Johann Lindner, criticises 
his behaviour as follows : Dr. Johann Tetzel of Pina, of the Order 
of Preachers, from the Leipzig priory, a world-renowned preacher, 
proclaimed the Jubilee Year (Jubilee Indulgence] at Naumburg 
Leipzig, Magdeburg, Zwickeu, Bautzen, Gérlitz, Cologne, Haile 
and many other places... . His teaching found favour with 
many; but he devised unheard-of ways of raising monoy, was 
far too liberal in conferring olfices, put up far too many public 
crosses [as a sign of the Indulgenco-preaching] in towns and 
villages, which caused scandal and bred complaints among the 
people and brought the spiritual treasury into disrepute.”* 

Finally the last of tho ‘horrible articles ” mentioned above 
does to some extent approach the truth. The saying about the 
money in the coffer cannot, indeed, be traced to Tetzel’s own lips, 
yet in his sermons he advocated @ certain opinion held by some 
Schoolien (though in no sense a doctrine of the Church), 
viz, that an indulgence gained for the departed was at onco and 
fallibly appliod to this or that soul for whom it was destined. 
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‘This view was not supported by the Papal Bulls of Indulgence, 
and Luther was not justified in asserting at a later date that the 
Pope had setually tanght this! Crest theologians, auch ma 
Cardinal Cajetan, for instance, even then, expressed themselves 
sgainst. such @ view, which now in universally recognised as 
untenable. It was the wish of Cajetan that no faith should be 
given those preachers who taught such extravagances. " Preachers 
speak in the name of the Church,”* he wrote, “only 80 long as 
they proclaim the teaching of Christ and the Church; but if 
for purposes of their own, they teach that about which they know 
nothing and which is only their owa imagination, they cannot 
be regarded as mouthpieces of the Church; no one must be 
surprised if such as these fall into error.” It is true, however, 
that even. the more highly placed Indulgence Commissaries. did 
not scruple, in their official proclamations, to set forth as certain 
this doubtful scholastic opinion. It is no wonder that. Tetzel 
in his popular appeals seized upon it with avidity, for, in spite 
of certain gifts, he was no great theologian. He not only taught 
the certain and immediate liberation of the soul in the above sense 
but also the erronaous proposition that a Plenary Indulgence 
for the departed could be obtained without contrition and 
penance on the part of the living, simply by means of a money 
payment. 

Some of Tetzel's mote recent champions have insinuated that 
the unfavourable opinion concerning his teaching rests merely 
on witnosses who reported on his sermons from hearsay without 
heving themselves been presont. As & matter of fact, however, 
the accusations do not rest merely on such testimony, but more 
especially on Tetzel’s own theses, or “* Anti-theses,” as he called 
them, on his rlegung"’ against Luther and on his second 
set of theses. This is reinforced by the official instructions on 
the Indulgence to which he was hound to conform. That a 
money payment alone is necessary for obtaining an Indulgence 
for the departed is indeed staied—though wrongly—in tho 
instructions of Bomhauer and also in those of Arcimboldi and 
Albert of Brandenburg, The Anti-theses above mentioned were 
publicly defended by Tetzel on January 20, 1518, at the Un 
versity of Frankfort on the Oder; they thus belong to Totzel, 
though in reality they were drewn up by Conred Wimpina, a 
Professor of Theology in that town, Paulus published a new edition 
of the Anti-theses, which were already known, from the original 
broadsheet which he discovered in the Court Library at Munich.? 
Four witnesses to the inaccuracy of Tetzel’s sermons must be 
mentioned: firstly, the Town Clerk of Gérlitz, Johann Hass ; 
then Bertold Pirstinger, Bishop of Chiemsee and author of the 





























+“ Werko,” Erled., 65, p. 78 : “ Tho Pope had stemly commanded 
the angels to ¢arry forthwith tho soulsof thedeperted to heaven.” Just 
ny Tetzel taught : ** Ax soon as the penny rattics in the box, tho soul 
Hics straight from Purgatory to Heaven.” 
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“Tewtacho Thoologey"’; thirdly, the Saxon Francisean Franz 
Polygranus; and lastly, Duke George of Saxony. They confirm 
the statements taken from the above sources, and though their 
assertions do not rest on what they themselves heard, yet they 
may be considered as tho ocho of actual hearers. 


In connection with the above “ horrible, terrible articles ” 
taken from Telzel’s teaching, Luther makes a statement 
with regard to his own position and knowledge at that time, 
which, notwithstanding the sacred affirmation with which 
he introduces it, is of very doubtful veracity. 

“So truly as I have been saved by my Lord Christ,” he 
says of the beginning of the Indulgence controversy in 1517, 
“T knew nothing of what an Indulgence was, and no more 
did anyone else.” * 


Tt is possible thet in 1541, when, as an olderly man, he wrote 
these words, they may have appeared to him to be true, but the 
sources from which history is taken demand that he himself aa 
well as his Catholic contemporaries should be protected against 
such a charge of ignorance. His assertion has been defended 
Ly somo Protestants on the assumption that his ignorance was 
only concerning the recipients of the revenues proceeding from 
the Indulgence. But why force his words? They refer, as the 
whole context shows, to the theological doctrine of Indulgences. 

‘Wo nesd hardly remind our readers thet the conviction that 
Luther was thoroughly well acquainted with the Catholic doctrine 
on Indulgences can ‘be demonstrated by his own sermon on. 
Indulgences of the year 1510.* Ho there shows himself perfectly 
capable of distinguishing between the essentials of the Churcl 
doctrine and the obscure and difficult questions which the th 
logians wore wont to propound in their discussions. With regard. 
to these latter, and these only, he admitted his uncertainty, as 
did other theologians too. ‘This was as little a disgrace to him as 
the obscurity surrounding certain points was to the theology of 
the Church. But it is quite another matter when he says he did 
not even know what an Indulgence was. That no one else knew 
either, is a statement disposed of by his own sermon of 1516 and 
the various theological tracts on this subject. We noed only 
recall the explanations of Cardinal Cajetan, of the Augustinian 
theologian and preacher Johann Paltz and of the continuator 
of the work of Gabriel Biel—so much studied among the Augus- 
tinians—Wendelin Steinbach, who succeeded Biel aa professor at 
‘Tibingon. Biel himsoli had written on the question of Indulgences 
for the departed, and, in his appendices on this subject, had 
expressed himself quite correctly. 

‘Of the older theologians who preceded those we have mon- 

3 “ Werke," Erl. ed., 26, p. 53. 


2 Werke,” Weim, ed,” 1, p. 05 s 
Bp. S24 
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reciation of this subject, we may enumerate 
chard of Middictown, Petrus de Pelude and 

tho Deminicans ‘Heinrich Kaltcisen of 
Coblentz, whos writings on Indulgences have beon re-edited 
by Dr, N. Paulus, All these treatel the subject in accordance 
with the doctrine of St, Thomas of Aquin and St. Bonaventure. 
Kalteisen in his work, written in 1448 while he was Magister 8. 
Palatii, refers expressly to St.Thomas, whose opinion on questions 
not yet definitively settled was ever considered the best. To 
mention only one point, all agree in interpreting the old expression 
(remissio peccatorum) usual in Indulpence-formule, as meaning 
& remission of the temporal punishment. Suarez, at a later date, 
could wall refer not only to “all theologians,” but also to “ all 
‘Summists,'" ie. to all those who had compiled moral Sums 
from the thirteenth to tho sixteenth century.! 


Thus, in 1517, the theological side of the question of 
Indulgcnecs was quite elear, and the statements made by 
Luther at a later date arc not deserving of ercdit. It was 
Luther's false idcas on other points of theology and his 
determination to put an immediate end to the: abuses 
connected with Indulgences, which led him in 1517 to make 
a general attack, even though partly veiled, on the whole 
ecclesiastical system of Indulgences. 

If we keep this in view, a statement of Luthcr’s to which 
a false interpretation has been frequently given, becomes 
clear. According to an account given by Hieronymus 
Enmser, he wrote to Tetzel at a time when the latter was 
suffering keenly under the reproaches heaped upon him 
Not to worry, for it was not he who had bey ir 
but that the child had quite another father.* 


























This sentence has repeatedly been taken as a t 
himself on Luther's part, as though by it he had intended to say : 
My new opinions and the clesire to cliange the ecclesiastical order 
of things were the cause of my coming forward, the Indulgence 
waa only an idle pretext. Luther's defenders, on the other hand, 
took it to mean: "The child hes, it is true, another father, viz. 
Ged Himself Who took pity on His Church, and forced Luther to 
come forward.” Both interpretations aro wrong, and the 











2 Cp, the article by Dr. N, Paulus; “ Juhaun y. Paltz aber Ablass 














und Rene" in the * Zeitschnit far kath, theol.,” 23, 1809, p. 48 fl. He 
treats in the suune review of Wendelin Steiuhach, 24, 1900, p. 262 : of 
Richard of Middletown, hic, p. 12. See Kalteiwen’s writing, tid., 
27, 1903, p. 368 dH. We nha possess « treative on Indulgences by the 
seculhg priest Nic, of Dinkekbull, professor at the University. 


2 Emiser. "Aull des Stones tzu Wiettenberg wiettende Replica,” Bl. 
AGE.” Cp. “Luthors Brivfo,” ed. de Wette, volume vi., K. Seidemann, 
p. 18, where it as stated : Luther's letter was in Emser's hands,’ 
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following is tho meaning as dotermined by the context: The 
attack which Luther made upon Tetzcl was really directed 
ayainst the authorities of the Chureh, against the Pope and 
Archbishop Albert of Brandenburg ; these, not Tetzel, were the 
“father of tho child,” and responsible for what afterwards 
appenedd.t 

Tetzcl dicd August 11, 1519, broken down by the weight 
of the accusations brought against him and by the sight of 
the mischief which had been wrought, and was buricd 
before the High Altar of the Dominican Church at Leipzig. 

To describe the unfortunate monk as the “ cause” of 
the whole movement which began 1517 is, in view of what 
has been stated in the preceding chapters, the merest legend. 
Notwithstanding the efforts which Luther made to represent 
the matter in this or a similar light, it has been clearly ® 
proved that his own spiritual development was the “ cause,” 
or at Ieast the principal cause, though other factors may 
have co-operated mote or less. 

Tf we turn our attention to the external circumstances 
and the reasons which led to Tetzcl’s Indulgence-preaching, 
we shall find that recent research has brought to light 
numerous facts to supplement those already known, and 
also various clements which dispose of the legends hitherto 
current, 

















2. The Collections for St. Peter's in History and Legend 

The scholarly, well-documented work of Aloysius Schulte 
has thrown a clearer light upon the question of the St. 
Peter's Indulgence and the part which the Archbishop of 
Mayence and Magdeburg played in the same (ep. above, 
p= 827).2 

In his later days Luther spread the following version of 
the origin of Tetzel’s Indulgence-preaching : Albert of 
~at clamourer " Tetzel as preacher 
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of the Indulgence in order, with one half of the proceeds 
of the business, which was. the part of the spoils to be 
allotted to the Archbishop, to pay for the pallium which 
Rome had sent him; the cost of the pallium was said to have 
amounted to 26,000 or even 30,000 gulden; the Fuggers 
advanced this money to Archbishop Albert and then he, 
with Tetzel, ‘sent forth the Fugger cut-purses throughout 
the land.” “The Pope, too, had his finger in the pie, and 
had seen that the [other] half went towards the building of 
St. Pcter’s in Rome.”? 

At @ later date some of the Protestants even averred 
that Tetzel “ cqllected in the first and only year [of his 
preaching] one hundred thousand gulden.”” 


In the above statements there is a mixture of truth end false- 
hood, Various particulars, discreditable to both Rome and 
Mayence, had reached Luther by a suro hand; for others he 
‘drew on his own imagination.* 

As early as 1519 ho says in his memoranda for the negotiations 
with Miltitz: “Tho Popo, aa his office required, should cither 
have forbidden and hindered the Bishop of Magdeburg [Albert] 
from seeking so many bishoprics for himself, or have bestowed 
them upon him freely as he had himself received them from the 
Lord. But as the Pope encouraged the Bishop's ambition and 
gretified hia own greed for gold by taking so many thousand 
gulden for the palliums, i.o. for the Bishops’ mantles, and for the 
dispensation, he had, I said (this is Luther], forced and instigated 
the Bishop of Magdeburg to coin money out of the Indulgence. 
+ +. Then I bocame impatient with such @ lamentable business, 
and also, more especially, with the greed of the Florentines, who 
persuaded the good, simple Pope to do aa they wished, and drove 
him into tho greatost danger and misfortune."* Luther was well- 
informed regarding what was going on in Rome, probably owing 
to his having friends at the Court of Albert. He refers in 1518 
to an “ episioia satia erudita ” from Rome which had come into 
his hands, and which invcighed in tho strongest terms against 
the Florentines who surrounded the Pope, as tle most avaricious 
of mon "5" they abuse,” so he writes, " the Pope's good nature 
in order to fill the bottomless pit of their passionate love of 
auoney,”"* 

With regard to the statement,{that Archbishop Albert had 
petitioned the Pope for the Indulgence in order ta pay off the 
debt ho had incurred by receiving the See of Mayenee in addition 
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to that of Magdeburg end also the expenses of the pallium, it 
has now been ascertained (the fact is certainly no less to Rome's 
discredit) that, in reality, it was the Roman authorities, who, for 
financial reasons, offered the Indulgence to the Archbishop ; Albert 

the proceeds a compensation of 10,000 ducats, 
which sum, in addition to the ordinary fees, had been demanded 
of him on the oevasion of his confirmation as Archbishop of 
Mayence on account, of the dispensation necessary far combining 
the two Archiepiscopal Seca; ono half of the procoeds of the 
Indulgence was to be made over to him for the needs of the Areh- 
diocese of Mayence, the other half was to go towards the re- 
building of St. Peter's, for which object @ collection had siready 
commenced in other countries and was being promoted by the 
preaching of tho Indulgence. 

Regarding the wholo matter wo learn the following details. 

When Bishop Albert of Brandenburg, the brother of the 
Brandenburg Elector, Joachim I, was chosen Archbishop in 
1514 by the Cathedral Chapter of Mayenco he was faced by great 
difficulties, financial as well aa ccclesiastical. Was it likely that 
he would obtain from Romo his confirmation as Archbishop of 
Mayenco, seeing that he waa already Archbishop of Mogdeburg 
and at the same timo administrator of the diocese of Halber- 
stadt? Would it be possible for him to raiso the customary 
large sum to bo paid for his confirmation and for the paliium, 
secing that the Archdiocese of Mayence, owing to two previous 
vacancies in rapid succession, had already been ebliged to pay 
this sum twice within ten years, and was thus practically bank- 
rupt? The sum necessary, which was the same in the case of 
‘reves and Cologne, amounted on each occasion to about 14,000: 
ducats. With regard to the confirmation-fees for the See of 
Mayence and the expenses of the pallium, the Elector Joachim, 
who, for political reasons, was extremely anxious to see his 
brother in possession of the electoral dignity of Mayence, promised 
to defray the samo, and thus the Mayence election took place on 
March 9. The Archbishop-elect borrowed, on May 15 of the same 
year, 21,000 dueats from the Fuggers, the great Augsburg 
bankers—no doubt with hia brother's concurrenca—in order to 
bo ablo to meet at Rome the necessary outlay for hia confirmation 
and pallium, 

Grave doubts, however, were entertained in the Papal Curia 
as to whether, according to canon law, the above bishoprics 
might be held by the samo person. ‘Two of the offices in question 
wero archhishoprics, and, hitherto, in spite of the prevalence of 
the abuse of placing soveral eroziers in ono hand, two arch- 
Bishoprics had never been held by one man, Besides, the candi- 
date was only in his twenty-fourth year. 

‘An undesirable way out of the difficulty of obtaining the 
necessary dispensation for holding the threo ecclesiastical dig- 
nities presented itself. An official of the Papal Dataria informed 
the ambussador irom Brandenburg, that if Albert could be 
induced to pay 10,000 ducets beyond the customary fees “ this 
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should not be looked upon as a composition {tax}, as His Holiness, 
in return for the same, would grant a ten-year Plenary Indul- 
neo in the shape of a Jubilee in the dincess of Mayence.”? 
nis proposal emanated from the Papal officials, Leo X himself 
ax yet refusing to hear anything about the money question, 
Alter lengthy nv ms 
tho principals on both sides inthe following. ani 
‘The Indulgence, one halt of the proceeds of which waa to be 
devoted to the building of St. Peter's, and the other to the Arch- 
bishop of Mayence, wa: to be proclaimed for eight years, not 
only in the of Mayence, but throughout the ecclesiastical 
provinces of Mayence and Magdeburg as well as in the domains 
Of tho house of Brandenturg (i.e. throughout almost the half of 
Germany, owing to the vastness of the province of Mayence) ; 
the procoads were to ho divided into two parts in the manncr 
mentioned above, as alms for the erection of St. Peter's and as an 
income for the Archbishop of Mayence, The Pope, in his simple 
goodness of heart, was gradually induced, by political considera- 
tions, to agree to the proposal. On July 19 the matter was 
finally decided in Consistory. ‘Thus no actual indemnity was 
paid for the dispensation (as Luther asserted) beyond the In- 
dulgence money and the als for building. Pope Leo X eon- 
firmed the supplica in question on August 1, 1014. The pub 
Indulgence Bull, however, Sucrosaneti Sulvatoris, is dated March 
31, 1515. 

‘The branch house of the Fugvers at Rome at once paid the 
sum of 10,000 ducats to the Pope. As the other fees for eon= 
firmetion and the pallu had already been paid, the induction 
of Albert as Archbishop of Mayence took place on August 18, 
3814, no alienlty being reixed as to his retaining the two other 

Every Catholic at tho present day will agree with H. Schriirs 
that ‘this manner of acquiring henefices with the assistance of 
‘an Indulgence was unworthy and reprehensible.""* It brings before 
‘our eyes an instance of the ecclesiastical abuses prevalent just 
before the Reformation, and which cannot bo sufficiently de- 
plored. “Although Albert's confirmation may not have been, 
strictly speaking, simoniacal,” says a learned Catholic reviewer 
of Schulte’s works,? “ yet there is a strong suspicion of simony 
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ibid, 2 ps 16, 
ire oni Schulte’s work in the " Wissentschafil. Beilage 
1904, Nos. 14 and 15, p. 299. 

2 N, Paulus in the “Koln. Velksvig,” 1904, April 24, Ne. 339, 
Schrors, thid., 292 f..is right in excluding any simonineal charneter frm. 
the business, whether considered in the nature of & composition (which 
it was not mtended to he) or as the hestowal of an Indulgence with a 
building aims atiached to it. In the ease of compositions (for the 
Destowal of bishopries) the fees customary from ancient times are 
not a“ compensation for a spiritual objeet. of for an object connected 
with spiritnal things, but a debt incerred on the occasion of the bestoval 
of something spiritual.” In tho granting of Indulgences, however, a 
eondition of the imparting of any spiritual favour was always some gift 
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about it; at any rate, it was an extremely discreditable busin 
and we may well look upon it as a Divine Judgment that. the 
Mayonee Indulgence should have been the immediate oeeasion 
of the great religious upheaval for which many other factors 
had been paving the way.” “The greator part of the blamo 
Tests with the Hohenzollern brothers, who approached the Curia 
with such an exorbitant demand for the cumulation of hene- 
fees." 

“Looked at in itself, the allocation of Indulgences, like that 
for St. Peter's, is to some extent justified by the fact, that it was 
customary in the Middle Ages to make the granting of privileges 
an opportunity for the giving of special alms, and that the posi- 
tion of tho Papaey, as head of the Church, gave it the right to 
share in the privileges of its members. On this was based the 
whole system of taxes levied by the Curia on the bestowal of 
any office, insamuch as.the tax was really @ part of the income 
of the Curial officials; whereas, however, Rome had hitherto 
been content with one-third of the proceeds of an Indulgence, 
this was now increased to one-half."* ‘Nor was it right if, as 
was probably the case, the Indulgence-preachers did not explain 
to the people how one part of their alts was to be disposed of, 
but left them in the belicf that it was all to be devoted to the 
object announced fi.e. the rebuilding of St, Pever's]."* 

Finally, the too frequent tendering of Indulgences towards the 
closo of the Middle Ages must be noted as a regrettable abuse. 
The collections made for Indulgences granted for all sorts of 
ccelesiautical purposea were so numerous, that loud complaints 
were raised by the Rulers about the heavy burden thus imposed 
upon their people. 

The Indulgence for St. Peter's followed many others and was 
first started under Pope Julius IT. In this enso the importance 
to the whole of Christondom of tho erection of a new 
church over tho tomb of tho Prince of the Apostles may have 
afforded some justification, Originelly intended to last only for 
twelve months, the Indulgence was extended from year to year. 

As regards its administration, Papal commissaries had ‘been 
appointed for the proclamation of the Indulgence and for making 
the collections, Thus the Franciscan Observantines under the 
Vicar-General of the Order were entrusted with the so-called 
Cismontano provinces, comprising Italy and the Slavonian 
regions to the cast of Europe, including Hungary, the German 
to be devoted to a special pious object. 
sake 






































tary self-denial for the 
f tho Roman building fund was an integral part of the Indul- 









gence,” “according to the Papal mote proprio ib was justitied by the 
Unusual length and ireyneable nature of the Indulze (Schrors,) 
he purchusy or sale of spiritual things for money or money's wort 






never entered the minds of thnse who made use of the Indulgence, 
So writes 0, Pull in the” Stimen aus Maria-Lauch,” (7, 1904, p. 

¥ Kalkeaft, “ Forschangen,” p. 379. Cp, Schrrs, ibid, p. 

¥ Schrors, bid. 

2 Thid. With gard to this matter, the silence of the Indulgence 
Instructions of Constance, dated 1513, is signiticant, 
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portions of Moravia, Bohemia, Silesia and Prussia and likewiso 
Switzerland. In Switzerland the preacher was the celebrated 
Franciscan Bernardin Samson, Other special commissaries 
were distributed throughout the west of Europe, according to 
the political divisions ; thus wo find them established by Papal 
appointment in Spain, Brittany, the British Isles, Savoy, Bur- 
gundy, Scandinavia, and in the Spanish colonics in America, 

There had been some delay in introducing this arrangement 
into Germany as the country was already exhausted by largo 
collections made for the Teutonic Order and the armies which it 
had been compelled to raise for the defence of the Catholic 
countrice and Christian civilisation, and also by other taxca. 
In 1514 tho time seemed, however, to have arrived. In this 
year, the same in which the bargain was struck with Albert of 
Brandenburg, a Chiof Commissary, in the person of a cleric at 
the Papal Court, Gianangelo Arcimboldi, was appointed for the 
provinces of Cologne, Treves, Salzburg, Bremen, Besancon and 
othor diocosea; Moyence, on the other hand, with tho other 
portions of Germany before mentioned, was reserved for Albert 
a3 Commissary-General. 

‘Tho Chief” Commissary appointed sub-commissaries and 
preachors. Tetzcl was chosen by Albert of Mayence as sub- 
Commissary. He had, before this, acted as aub-Commissary 
(1505-6) for the preaching of tho Indulgence on behalf of the 
Teutonic Order in the dioceses of Merseburg and Naumburg, 
and later had worked in many other parts of Germany for the 
same Indulgence. In 1516 he had been appointed by Arcimboldi 
es sub-Commisary and preacher in the diocese of Meissen. It 
was in the beginning of 1517 that Archbishop Albert took him 
into hia service aa sub-Commissary and preacher for the diocescs 
of Halberstedt and Magdeburg.* In this capacity ho came in 
the spring, 1517, to Jiiterbog, in the neighbourhood of Witten- 
berg. While subordinate to Archbishop Albert he was at tho 
same time, like his employer, under the orders of a Roman 
Commission; all the Chief Commixsnrica, Albert as well as 
Arcimboldi, woro subordinato to a Papal Commission, at tho 
head of which was the Pope's Master of tho Treasury. 

The appointment of Albert a3 Chief Commissary hed been 
made under the impression that the standing of this powerful 
German Prince of the Church would contribute to the success 
of the undertaking, and influence even those who were not in 
favour of the scheme. Yet Albert's own envoys, whon tho 
handing over the Indulgence was first mooted, openly declared 
that they were not inclined to agree to accepting the Indulgence 
es “discontent, and perhaps something worse, might be the 
result.”? a fear which events were sadly to justify. 

In the end the yield did not reach expectations ; this is plain 
from the accounis now available. The “hundred thousend 

1 Cf. F. Herrmann, “ Tetzels Bintritt in den Dionst dea Brzhischofa 


Albrecht,” in ‘* Zeitachrift fiir Kirehongesch."” 23, 1902, p. 263 FF 
# Schulte, “Dio Fugger in Rem 1495-1533,"" 5, p. 48. 
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gulden ” which Tetzel was said to have collected in one year are 

mere fiction. ‘This tale was spread abroad in 1721 by J. EB. 
Kapp, and before that by J. Wolfius (1600), and would appear 
to date from a chance word let fall by Paul Lang, the Bene- 
dictine (1520). We are, however, in possession of more authentic 
details since an exact account wos kept. 

This account of the collections was made in the following 
manner : the money-boxes were opened and the contents counted 
in the presence of witnesses, and tho statement of the amount 
certified by a notary. Representatives of both parties—Arch- 
bishop Albert and the Fugger bank—were present, and kept an 
account, half of the proceeds being paicl by the Fuggers to the 
Curia at Rome for St. Peter's, and the other half to the Arch- 
bishop of Mayence. It was a good thing and a guarantes against 
mismanagement, that, at any rate in the case of the Mayenca 
Indulgence and that for St. Peter's, a reliable banking-house of 
world-wide fame and conducted on business principles (even 
though Luther styles the Fuggers cut-purses), should have thus 
undertaken the supervision of the accounts, however distasteful 
it may seem to have left to bank officials the distribution of the 
Indulgenco-letters from the very commencement of the preaching. 

How much did the proceeds amount tot The Mayenco 
Indulgence was preached only from the beginning of 1517 to 
1518, the rise of the religious conflict interfering with its com- 
tinuance. Schulte has, however, put us in possession of two 
considerable statements of accounts concerning this period, 
taken from the archives of tho Vatican. That of May 5, 1519, 
deala with the Papal half of the Indulgence money which flowed 
in from the various dioceses of tho ecelesiastical province of 
Mayenco during 1617 and 1618, and was handed over by the 
house of Fugger. This half amounted to 1643 gulden 40 kreuzer. 
A like swm was handed over to Albert, as has been proved by 
Schulte from a document in the State archives at Magdeburg. 
The other statement of account is dated June 16 of the samo 
year and places the sum total of the money received from the 
ecclesiastical province of Magdeburg at 5149 gulden, according 
to which each half amounted to 2574} gulden. If wo assumo 
these sums, viz, 8436 gulden, to have been the gross proceeds 
of the Indulgence enterprise, and if we take into consideration 
the charges, comperatively high, for thoso engaged in the work, 
then the amount cannot be described as large, Nor would 
Archbishop of Mayence have received entire the 4218 gulden 
constituting his share, as, according to an arrangement made 
with the Emperor, he had been obliged to make him a yearly 
payment of 1000 gulden from the net profits. Thus only 3218 
gulden would havo remained to him. This would have com- 




















1, Paulus, in the “ Koln. Volkeatg.,” iid, who gives the quota- 
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“Rer, germ, script.” 1, p. 1281, Luther. by his interference with th 
preeching of the Indulgence, had, “wi fama fuit,” caused tho Rome 
in one yeor a loss of 100,000 gulden, 
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pensated him but poorly for the enormous paymonts he had made 
to Rome. As regards the sums mentioned we must bear in mind 
the vest difference between the value of money then and now ; 
the buying value of moncy, at a moderato estimate, was then 
three times greater than to-day. Sineo the researches undertaken 
by Schulte, other accounts, not included in the above, concerning 
the revenues produced by the Indulgence have been discovered, 
“e proof that an exact estimate of the whole procecds of the 
Mayence-Magdeburg Indulgence is as yet out of the question.”* 

Another fable which owes its origin to the anti-Catholic 
inventions of the sixteenth century has it that Leo X did not 
dovote the resulta of the Mayence Indulgence to tho building of 
St. Peter's, but poured them into the already well-filled coffers of 
his sister Maddalena, who had married a Cibo. There is no proof 
for this assertior Felice Cortelori, the well-known keeper of 
the Vatican archives, declared, even in his day, that he was un- 
able to find any confirmation of this story, which should therefore 
be rejected as fabulous, and Schulte, as a result of his own in- 
vestigations, agrees with him.* 

Owing to the abuses and the change in public opinion, the 
armalgamation of spiritual and temporal interests, as it appeared 
in the Indulgence collections, became untenable in the course of 
the sixteenth century. The Council of Trent did well, though 
rather late in the day, in relegating, os far as posaible, the syatem 
of Indulgences to the spiritual domain, its original end special 
sphere, that of benefiting souls, But one who knows how to 
view the movement of the times and the development of the 
Church's life from the standpoint of history, will be able to put 
its true value upon this apparently strange union cf the temporal 
‘ond spiritual in the Indulgence system of tho Late Middle Ages, 
and will give due consideration to the fact, that in those days the 
spiritual and temporal domains were more closcly connected than 
at any other period, They were thrown into mutual dependence, 
each supporting the other ; that disadvantages as well as benefita 
resulted, was of course inevitable. 

‘The preaching of Indulgences in accordance with tho spirit of 
the Church, when rightly carried out, might be compared with 
popular missions of the present day. Besides tho less desirable 
preachers many able and zealous men came forward wherover 
the cross, or the so-called Vesper-Bild, was erected as a sign of the 
preaching of the Indulgence. The crowds who streamed together, 
listened to the admonitions of speakers previously unknown to 
them end usually belonging to some Order, with more attention 
than at the ordinary religious services ; many were led to a sense 
of their sins and to amend their life, as they could not receive the 
Indulgence without an inward change of heart ; they were also 
glad to teke advantago of tho presence of strange confessora 
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provided with ample faculties, to unburden their consciences by 
a good confession. The alms scemed little to them in com- 
parison with the spiritual gain. And as hundreds came and 
experienced a similar spiritual renewal, their very multitude fired 
thom with a common impulse to p re in’ what was good. 
The researches of historians have hi been directed too much 
towards the abuses and outward disorders which accompanied 
these popular practices, which were for so long a great help to- 
religion. It would be no loss if in future, so far as the special 
faccounta which have been handed down admit, historians were 
to dwell more on the ordinary and little-noticed good results 
effected by Indulgences since they were first started.* 

















3, Tho Trial at Augsburg (1518) 


In the course of September, 1518, Luther reecived the 
citation to appear before Cardinal Cajetan at Augsburg, as 
had been agreed with the Elector Frederick; already, on 
August 25, the General of the Augustinians had, in accord- 
ance with the earlier and more stringent instructions from 
Rome to Cajctan, forwarded an order to the Saxon Pro- 
vineial Gerard Hecker, to seize Luther and keep him in 
custody, At the end of September Luther sct out for 
Augsburg, where he arrived, with a recommendation from 
the Elector and an Imperial safe conduct, on October 7. 

He had started on the journey with great inward tremors 
and was a prey to the same violent agitation at Augsburg. 
Ata later date he attributes the evil thoughts which plagued 
him to the influence of a demon.? He seems from the first 
to have been determined to carry his cause with a high hand, 
as ostensibly that of Jesus Christ. He becomes more and 
more convinced of his mission from above, a persuasion 
which takes possession of his soul with suggestive foree. 

In the fragment of @ lost letter from Nuremberg we find him 
writing of his journey on October 3-4, 1518, to his Wittenberg, 
friends whom he wishes to encourage to remain steadfast. Faint 
hearted people, s0 ho says, had tried to dissuade him from con- 
tinuing his journey, “ but I stand fast; let the Will of the Lord 
be done; even at Augsburg, even in the midst of His enemics, 
Christ still reigns . . . Christ shall live though Martin and every 
other sinner perish ; the God of my Salvation shall be exalted. 
Farewell and be steadfast, stand upright because it is necessary 
either to be rejected by man or by God, but God is true and every 


1 Cp. N. Paulus, ‘* Ablassprodigton des ausgehenden Mittelalters,”” 
in tho“ Liter, Beilage der Koln. Volksttg.,"” 1910, No. 11. 

4 Kostlin-Kawerau, 1, p. 202. Cp. “Theol, Studien und Kritiken,"* 
1882, p. 692. 
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man @liar.”* Ho certainly did not treat the matter lightly. To 
attribute hypocrisy to him, as though he merely played @ part, 
would bo to do him an injustice. It is true there are recent 
writers who look upon him as @ mera comedian, but it would be 
nearer the mark to compare him to John Hus on his journey to 
the Council of Constance, Like him, he looked forward to death 
without any inclination to recant. The thought passed through 
him, he once said later : “* Now I must dio,” and he pictured to 
himself “ what 8 shame that would be for his parents.'”* 

‘The two letters he addressed to Spalatin and Melanchthon @ 
fow days after his arrival in Augsburg and bofore his first oxamina- 
tion, gave proof of the strange mystical tendency which also 
appears in the fragment mentioned above ; they show how he 
‘overcomes the inward voice which urges him to submit, and also 
the importunities of his anxious friends ; they also show how, 
even then, he was prepared to take a certain step, should the 
demands appear to him too great: “I shall sssuredly appeal to 
a General Council.”"* He admits that he was “' wavering between 
hope and fear” and, in order to stimulate his own courage, he 
draws a picture in these letters of two of tho terrifying qualities of 
these “ Italians" before whose representative (i.e. Cajetan) he is 
to defend himaclf. 

We must try to place ourselves in his position and to appreciate 
his prejudices. 

In the first place, he relentlessly accuses his adversaries of 
avarice and greed in everything; unfortunately his knowledge 
of the Indulgence business had furnished sufficient cause for 
roproaches and complaints against the Church authorities in that 
respect.! Secondly, he finds fault with the “ignorance” of his 
‘opponents, and here he undoubtedly excites himself quite wrongly 
and unnecessarily over their supposed senseless and one-sided 
Scholasticism. In his letter to Melenchthon he exclaims, as 
though to reassure himself: “Italy lies in Egyptian darkness, - 
her enimosity to learning and culture is unbounded. So greatly 
do they misapprehend Christ and all that is Christ’s. And yet 
these are our teachers and masters in faith and morals. The 
anger of God is thus fulfilled in us where He says: ‘I will give 
children to be their princes, and the effeminate shall rule over 
them.’ Good-byo, my Philip, and turn aside God’s anger by holy 

‘The supposed want of sympathy with learning and 
Culture of which Luther accuses the Lialians in this letter to Philip 
‘Melanchthon is surely most untrue, and was no doubt intended 
to strengthen Melanchthon, the weak and wavering Humanist, 
in his allogiance to Luther's party, for Luther, notwithstanding 
his anxieties, had not lost his cunning. Tho roproach against 























+“ Briefwechsel,” 1, p. 238, 
+ Colloquia,” ed. Bindseil, % p. 175. 
* To Spalatin from Augsburg, October 10, 1518, “ Briefweehsel 
1, p. 242. 
« oid 
sitim auget, 











“ Keclesia Romana auro insatiabiliter eget et vorando aseidue 
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Italy and Rome, whore at that time Humanism was flourishing 
as nowhere else, can at most only apply to the stiffness of the old 
doebased Scholasticism, and perhaps to a certain backwardness ia 
ical studies. Such blemishes afforded him a welcome handle. 
I will rather perish,” he assures Mclanchthon, the enthusiastic 
scholar, ‘than withdraw my true theses and help to destroy 
learning.” *'T go, should it pleaso the Lord, to be sacrificed for 
you and your young men.”* 

‘He still clings to the idea of being one with the Church in his 
theological views. “If they can. prove to me that I have spoken 
differently from what the Holy Roman Church teaches, I will at 
ones pronounce sentence against myself and beat a retreat, but,” 
ho adds, “*thore lies tho knot.”"! Alknot tied by himself. Strango, 
indeed, is the method he proposes for cutting it; “If that 
Cardinal [Cajetan] insists on the private opinions of St. Thomas 
more strongly than is compatible with the doctrine and authority 
of the Charch, T shall not yield to him until the Church withdraws 
from her earlier etandpoint upon which I havo taken up my 
position.” 

How greatly the applause with which he was meeting every- 
where worked upon him psychologically, confirming him in his 
resistance, came out clearly at Augsburg. 

Tt was ‘only on this journey and at Augsburg itself that ho 
became aware what a celebrity his action had made him, He 
elludes to this in the above-mentioned letter to Melanchthon, 
where he also reveals a flattering self-complsconcy : “ The only 
thing that is new and wonderful here is, that the town rings with 
myname. All want to see the man who, like a new Herostratus, 
has kindled such a big blazo."* 

Cardinal Cajetan, after making vain representations to 
Luther, finally demanded the withdrawal of two pro- 
positions which he had plainly taught and acknowledged 
as his. The first was his denial that the treasure of the 
merits of Christ and the saints was the foundation of 
Indulgences ;_ the second was the statement which appeared 
in the “ Resolutions,” that the sacraments of the Church 
owed their efficacy only to faith. These were points in 
which he had manifestly deviated from the Catholic teaching 
and, to boot, matters of supreme doctrinal importance ; as 
a professor of theology Luther, moreover, had bound himself 
to submit to the teaching authority of the Chureh. 

His final answer to the Papal legate was, that he eould not 
recant unless he were convinced that he had said something 
against Holy Seripture, the Fathers of the Church, the 
Papal definitions, or sound reason. 

Then followed his famous seerct flight from Augsburg to 

4 In the letter quoted to Spalatin, p. 240 f. 
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Wittenberg. Staupitz, who had stood by him at Augsburg, 
dispensed him for the journey from any part of the Rule 
which might have proved to his disadvantage, even from the 
wearing of the Augustinian habit, This Superior had again 
shown himself at Augsburg as a man of half-measures who 
allowed his prejudice for Luther to outweigh the demands 
of the Church and of his Order. 

Luther caused his Appeal to the Pope “ better instructed ” 
to be presented to the Cardinal at Augsburg. He intended, 
as almost at the same time he confided to Spalatin, to make 
an appeal to the future Council only after the Pope, “ in the 
plenitude of his power, or rather of his tyranny,” had 
rejected his first appcal.!_ Meanwhile he does not know, and 
this makes him waver between hope and fear, whether he will 
be able to remain at the University of Wittenberg. Will 
the Elector have power to retain him in his office 2 Will it 
be possible for him to continue to lead a safe existence 
undcr his sovercign, and, above all, find protection in the 
present danger from imprisonment and the violent measures 
threatened ? At this, the turning-point of his life, these 
were the most pressing questions. 

The duty of providing for his safety and furthering his 
cause devolved principally on the Court Chaplain, Spalatin. 
Luther, in his letters to Spalatin, which duly reached the 
Elcetor cither as they were written or in extracts, wisely 
avoids any unscasonable demands which could only have 
been prejudicial to his interests; on the contrary, he 
declares in well-chosen language, which was certain to 
please the Elector, that he is ready to take up the pilgrim’s 
staff should it be ncecssary for the good of the cause; the 
verbal commentary on his letters was undertaken at Court 
by his able clerical friend. 

“Tam filled with joy and peace,” he writes to the courtier 
in the letter above mentioned, “so that I can only wonder 
how my skirmish [the trial at Augsburg] appears as some- 
thing great to many esteemed men.” If, however, joy and 
contentment reigned in him at that time, this was prineipally 
owing to his natural relief at his escape from the dreaded 
town of Augsburg. 





























1 On the day of his return to Wittenberg, October 31, 1518 (the 
anniversary of the day the Indulgenice theses had appeared),  Brief- 
weehsel,"” L, p. 273. 
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In feverish haste, without awaiting the result of his first 
appeal, he published, Novembcr 28, 1518, a new appeal to a 
future General Council. 

‘An appeal to an (ecumenical Council was prohibited by 
old laws of the Church, because, at the commencement of 
any movement dirceted against the authority of the Church, 
it appeared likely to render all efforts for the composing of 
differences illusory. It was rightly felt that whoever came 
in conflict with the Church would make every effort to 
reserve the decision of his cause to some future Council, 
more especially when he is able meanwhile to devote himself 
frecly to the furtherance of his ideas, and when the speedy 
summoning of a Council is very doubtful. The claim 
that an Geumenical Council should be called to pronounce 
upon every new opinion was so extravagant that the 
prohibition found gencral approval. 

At the time of Luther’s advent on the scene the prospect 
of a Gencral Council, owing to the dissensions among the 
Christian Powers, had retreated into the far distance, and 
even though it had been possible for the bishops throughout 
the whole world to assemble, the meeting, according to 
ancient custom and the regulations of canon law, would have 
taken place under the Pope's presidency. Even in this event 
Luther can, accordingly, have cherished but small hope of 
winning the d 

His deep distrust of Rome we find expressed in the letter, 
written almost simultancously, to his trusted friend Wence- 
laus Link, the Nuremberg Augustinian, to whom he was 
forwarding his account of what had taken place at Augsburg 
(dela Augustana): “My pen is giving birth to much 
greater things than these deta. I know not whence these 
thoughts come to me; the cause [ic. the conflict], to my 
thinking, has not yet commenced in carnestand much less ean 
these gentlemen from Rome look to sce the end. I shall 
send my little works to you so that you may sce if I am 
right in surmising that the real Anti-Christ whom Paul 
describes (2 Thess. ii. 8.) rulesat the Roman Court. Ithink 
I can prove that to-day he is worse than the Turks.” 1 
k in this way had already cut himself 
adrift or was on the point of so doing. 
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‘The powerful forees within the ficry and vivacious Monk 
sccthed like the crater of a voleano. The Lecture-hall at 
Wittenberg again resounded with his eloquent and vehement 
outbursts, The number of students at the University 
increased to an unexpected extent, “They surround my 
desk like busy ants,” Luther declares in a letter. 

He does not know whence the ideas he pours forth eome to 
him, but he secs daily more clearly that they are from 
Christ. “I see,” so he wrote to Staupitz, his Superior, 
“they are determined [at Rome] to condemn me; but 
Christ on His part is resolved not to yield in me. May His 
holy and blessed will be donc, yea, may it be done. Pray 
for me."® In the same way, though in stronger terms, he 
forms his friend Johann Lang soon afterwards: “ Our Eck 
is again preparing to assail me; it will come to this, that, 
with the help of Christ, I shall carry out what I have long 
since planned, namely, to strike a deadly blow at the Roman 
vipers by means of a powerful book, Hitherto I have 
merely played and jested with Rome, albeit she has smarted 
ay keenly under it as thongh it had been meant in deadly 
est?“ So God carries me away,” we shall soon after 
hear him say. “ God draws me. I cannot control mysclf.”” 
* God must see to it, what He is working through me... 
Why has He not instrueted me otherwise 7” He fancies he 
fecls “the mighty breathing of the Spirit,” and little by 
little he is carried away by the conviction that he is God’s 
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messenger and the leader of a cause which “ is not of man’s 
in 


antion,” 4 





During the exciting years of 1517 and 1518 Luther, in 
dition to his polemical works, published several popular, 
T handbooks on religion. ‘They consisted chiefly of 
collections and cnlargements of the sermons which he still 
continucd to preach from time to time. Their publication 
strengthened in many the impression, that the man whom 
sume denounced asa theological rebel was, on the contrary, 
simply zealous for the salvation of souls and only seeking 
1 profit of his neighbour, 
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German exposition of the Seven Penitential Psalms, 
alrcady referred to, a book which, as he wrote to Christopher 
Schcurl, was intended for the rough Saxon “* to whom the 
Christian teaching cannot be presented too fully.”! If the 
work pleases no one, he says, then it will please him all the 
more.? In this work he speaks in heartfelt tones, especially 
when enlarging upon the ‘ Word of Grace ” and describing 
the riches of Christ.? Another book, his “ Exposition of 
the Our Father for the simple laity,” 4 first appeared in 
1517 through Agricola, then again in 1518 after having been 
amended by the author. Inthe preface hesays amicably : “I 
should like, if it were possible, to render a service even to my 
adversaries ; for my desire is to be profitable to all men and 
harmful to none.” The object of such assurances is, however, 
too evident, and they are, morcover, flatly contradicted by 
his actual bchaviour towards his opponents. 

‘To pass over other pious instructions which his amazing 
power for work ercated, he also published in 1518 the 
detailed Latin notes of the sermons on the Ten Com- 
mandments, which he had delivered in 1516-17." Many 
portions of this book are sally uscful and hardly to be 
distinguished from what a true spiritual guide of souls 
would write, but they also contain other matter which 
necessarily challenged dispute. In most of his explanations 
he gives a very elever, popular and perfectly correct present- 
ment of the contents of the commandments and the motives 
for keeping them ; he goes, however, too far, for instance, in 
his ruthless, and occasionally even contemptuous opposition 
to the abuses connected with the vencration of the saints. 
The tone which he here adopts in his strictures could not 
have favourable results, and he would have done better had 
he devoted himsclf to the criticism of the superstitious 
practiees to which he had alluded shortly before in con- 
nection with the errors of the Middle Ages.® Oldecop, who 
was not unkindly disposed, complains that “ in the matter of 
the veneration of the saints, Luther was not in agreement 
with the Catholic Church.” 








4 On May 6, 1517,“ Bricfweehsel,” 1, p. 9 
2 To Johann Lang, Mareh 1, 1517, itd. p. 
See the passage in Werke,” Weim, ed., 1, p. 219 ff. 
Printed thid., 1, p. 74 Mf. Eri. ed., 21, p. 106 

* Werke,"” Weim. od., I, p. 398 ff. 

* Ibid, p. 411 fi ‘Chronik,” p. 45, 
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Tn the book in question, where he treats of the Sixth 
Commandment, he is very severe and exact, indeed, rather 
too exact and detailed in his cnumeration and denunciation 
of the various kinds of sins of the flesh, He speaks with 
rhetorical emphasis and, it must be admitted, with a wealth 
of earnest thought, against the habit of filthy talking which 
was gaining ground at that time.! Here, for example, after 
the most solemn warnings against giving seandal to the little 
ones, he lets fall these golden words with regard to reform = 
“If the Church is to blussom again, the beginning must be 
made by a earcful training of the young.”? Among other 
things, Luther trouts of the temptations which the devout 
man abhors and must abhor, although he ean never escape 
them, and gives vent to the paradox: ‘True chastity is 
therefore to be found in sensuality, and the more filthy the 
sensuality, the more beautiful the chastity,”® surely a 
delightful instance of our author’s propensity to unusual 
lang Somewhat obscurcly, indeed, he also speaks 

ainst the frecdom of the will to do what is good; Paul 
invokes the mercy of God against the temptation “ in the 
body of this death’? (Rom, vii. 24 £.), and he, Luther, 
would lament over the “ poison of death within him,” 
“Where then are those who vaunt their free will 1 Why 
do they not set themselves free from eoncupiscence as soon 
as they please? Why will they not, yea, why are they unable 
ven to will 2... Because their will is already dsewhere, 
ged away asa captive.” 
































4. The Disputation of Leipzig (1519). Miltitz. 
Questionable Beports 

The Leipzig Disputation, which commenced on June 27, 
1519, and the origin and theological course of which has 
been often enough depicted, as was to be expected, merely 
induced Luther to procecd yet further with his revolutionary 
theology. 

The Pleissenburg of Leipzig has become sinee the Disputa- 
tion between Luther and Carlstadt on the one side and Eek 
on the other, a memorable monument of German history. 

great hall of this castle belonging to Duke George was 
with splendid tapestries ; a guard of the citizens kept 


o” Wein, ed. 1, p. $90, * [bid., p. 494. 
$86, 1hid., p. 48: 




















LEIPZIG DISPUTATION 368 


watch before the walls of the castle, for the Court, as well as 
the city, wished to insure the safety of those conducting 
the wordy tournament which was to be held in the public 
name. In addition to the professors of the University of 
Leipzig and the guests from Wittenberg, students as well as 
masters, many others were present, brought together partly 
by curiosity, partly by interest in one or other of the 
religious partics. The Duke, the guests of distinction, and 
the sworn stenographcrs had special places assigned to them. 
Two professorial chairs stood facing each other, On that 
belonging to the Wittenberg party Carlstadt, who had 
arranged the affair, took his seat and disputed with Eck 
for four whole days on man’s free will and its efficacy with, 
and under, grace. 

Then, on July 4, Luther succeeded him and at once 
launched into the theological controversy on the question 
of the Primacy of the Pope. As in the case of Carlstadt, 
Eck stood his ground without assistance until the Disputa- 
tion closed on July 14. 

The Aets of the debate were to have been submitted to the 
Universities of Erfurt and Paris for decision as to the winner, 
but this was never done. The final impression made on the 
minds of the audience was that Eck had borne away the 
palm, He had repelled the often virulent attacks of two 
adversarics with untiring mental and physical encrgy, and 
had displayed throughout a more extensive and ready 
acquaintance with the theologians, the decisions of the 
Chureh, the Fathers and the Bible than cither of the repre- 
sentatives of the new opinions. Of a powerful and imposing 
exterior, with a strong sonorous voice, he dominated the 
course of the Disputation by his clear-headedness, his com- 
posure and deliberation, whercas Carlstadt was too hurricd 
and confused and unable to produce the necessary positive 
proofs, and Luther, by his over-confidence, his rhetorie and 
the habitual violence of his attacks on his encmic ¥ 
unibrage to many. ‘The greatest stumbling - bloe! 
Luther's sucecss lay in the fact that the principal point, 
i as to be decisive for his standpoint towards: the 
still, even to himself, as Protestant writers 
express it, “in process of inward development,” whereas 
“Eck could take his stand on a sound and solid basis.” ? 

» Kostlin-Kaworau, 1, p. 245, 
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‘This principal point was the question of the recognition 
of the Church and her teaching office. Eck succeeded in 
forcing public statements from his opponent which he would 
perhaps have still preferred to kecp in the background, but 
which were, as a matter of fact, the outcome of his position, 
On the second day of the controversy between Luther and 
Eck, on July 5, the question of the exercise of the Church’s 
power and doctrinal authority in the condemnation of 
‘Hus’s erroneous teaching eame under discussion. Luther 
yas now obliged to express his views on the condemnation 
of the “Bohemian heretics.” Driven into a corner he 
deelared, that among the Husite dectrincs condemned by 
the Council of Constance there were some very Christian 
and evangelical propositions; that the Couneil was wrong 
in asserting that cveryone who wished to be a member of 
the Church must believe in the Primacy of the Papacy ; 
that we must Icarn for ourselves from Holy Seripture what 
is of Divine Right: that the opinion of an individual 
Christian must carry greater weight than that of cither 
Pope or Council if established on better grounds; that 
Councils not only might err in matters of faith, but that 
they actually had erred, as in the case of that of Constance. 

Such unhcard-of admissions caused the greatest sensation. 
Bluff Duke George, on hearing Luther's assertion that the 
Christian doctrines of Hus had been unfairly condemned, 
exelaimed in a voice loud enough to be heard throughout 
the great hall: “A plague on it!” shaking his head at the 
same time and planting his hands on his hips. 

It was an easy task for Eck to disprove on theological 
grounds the statements of Luther. 

‘The Disputation had at least the effect of clearing up the 
position, and arousing misgivings in many of those who 
hitherto had been partisans of the Wittenberg Doctor. 

Luther himself wrote in a very discontented frame of 
mind to Spalatin regarding the Disputation, saying that 
time had been wasted in the useless affair, and that Eck and 
the theologians of Leipzig only sought worldly honour and on 
this everything had suffered shipw: Only the discussion 
on the Primacy (ie. that very one at which the momentous 
admissions were made) had been fruitful and productive. 
This is his own impudent way of deseribing his position as 
the only right one. “Hardly anything else,” he continues, 
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“was treated worthily. Eck was applauded, he triumphs 
and reigns, but an end shall be put to this by my publiea- 
tion ; for as the Disputation was badly conducted I shall 
have the Resolutions to the Disputation theses reprinted. 
These people of Leipzig neither grected us nor visited us, 
but treated us as deadly enemies [and yet every considera- 
tion had been shown him that circumstances permitted]. 
Eck they supplied with an escort, thcy surrounded him 
constantly, honoured him with feasts and invitations, 
presented him with a coat and a costly mantle, rode out 
with him on pleasant excursions, in fact did everything 
imaginable—to disgrace us.” “There you have the whole 
tragedy . . . it began ill and ended worse. . . . As a rule, 
I control my ill-humour, but here I cannot help pouring out 
my grudge, because after all I am human and sce how the 
shamelessness of our adversarics and their poisonous hatred 
of so holy a cause have grown beyond measure.” * 

Obstinately adhering to his standpoint and embittered 
as he was by the Leipzig “tragedy,” Luther would lend no 
ear to the proposals for reconciliation and_ settlement 
suggested by the Papal Chamberlain Carl yon Miltitz. 

His attempts in this direction had commenced even 
before the Disputation. Their continuance revealed on the 
one hand Luther's obstinacy, and on the other the inability 
of this lay Papal official—whose motives were merely 
political—to sce the real scriousness of the mattcr. The 
latter, in order to secure apparent victories, went beyond 
his instructions and the intentions of those who had en- 
trusted him with his mission, Luther on his part did not 
shrink from diplomatic concessions which could not injure 
him, but which anyone conversant with the conditions must 
have seen to be impracticable. The easy triumphs of which 
Miltitz’s shortsighted love of peace was productive were 
thus of very doubtful valuc.* 





1 To Spalatin, July 20, 1519, from Wittenberg, “ Bricfwochsel,” 2, 
P85 f. Cp. letier to the came, August 15, 1518, ibid. p. 103 
especially p. 117. 

* Cp. H. A. Creutzberg. “Karl von Miltitz.” 1907 (“ Studion und 
Derstellungen aus dem Gebiete der Gesch.,” ed. Grauert, Bd. 
Heft. 1). ‘The Chamberlain, whose only recommendation was his 
aristocratic Saxon birth, had been entrusted with the delivery of the 
Golden Rose to the Elector of Saxony. That he “undertook the 
role of intermediary on his own initiative,” as has recently been 
assorted by Protestants, is, according to Creutzberg, incorrect. ‘The most 
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Luther’s edition of the Latin Commentary on the Epistle 
to the Galatians, which appeared in September, 1519, 
assumed all the more importance in his cycs. In this work, 
written in the linguage of the learned (above, p. 306), he 
undertook to defend on the widest basis and before cultured 
men of every clime his doctrines coneeming grace and 
salvation, faith and righteousness 

Ifere we have a public manifestation not merely of the 
doctrines which Iay at the back of the schism he had 
stirred up by his controversy with Tetzcl, but also of his 
wrong new view concerning Holy Scripture. 

In the matter of style, Luther was more successful in his 
shorter works, particularly in his German controversial 
pamphlets. Writers who opposed him, such as Eck, Emser, 
Dungersheim, Alveld, Hoogstraaten, Pricrias he readily 
withstood in words full of fire and imagination, although his 
arguments, as a rule, left much to be desired and were not 
atoncd for by his passionate invective. His main contention, 
voiced in a more of less coarse form, is, however, always the 
following : the proofs which you adduce from the teaching 
of the Church and the Fathers do not move me because 




















unfortunate mistake he mace waa not to ine 
tion (ep. 8. Merkle, Reformationszeschichtliche | Streitfeagen, 
Munich, 1904, p. 51), contenting himsclf with Luther's illu 
Planation of the ond of February, L519 (* Werke.” Brl, ed, 242. 
Published as 6 pamphlet. Jn this Luther simply speaks of the Papal 
power as 9 thing of which the existence must be taken for granted, and 
emphasises in general terms the duty of charity which forbids schism 
without due cause ‘This statement hus been erroneously. regarded 
by Catholics ag an admission of the Primacy by Latther, as 8“ wonder- 
ful confession which the evidence of the facts wrung fram the heretie."* 
With respect to this explination, which, as Luther himself says, was 
destined for tho Kostlin-Kawerau’s * Luther- 
Biosrap) In this way did Luther fulfil his promise 
[to Multitz] of exhorting’ to obedience to Rome. Ho exhorts to sub- 
mission to this power beeause, according to him, it merely extends to 
externals. With rognrd to anything further, its origin, its character, 
and its extent, he reserves to himself and to learned imen generally, 
liberty of juudginent, Of the important assertions which he had already 
made on this point in vations passazes in his works, none are here with= 
druwn. And yet, in this remarkable document composed at the ine 
stigtion of Miltitz, he cally himself “a submissive and obedient, gon 
‘of the Holy Christin Churches in whieh, by Goit’s help, L will die,” 
and declares: 1 may xay with a clene conscience that T have never 
imagined anything [hostile] with regard to the Papacy or its power. 
Ho is, neverthelo, as he even there states, sure of hia own * rook 
fand ready te stand up for it like Paul, Athanasitis, and Augustine, ever 
zh he should be left quite alone, " God is able to speak through one 
ainst all, even as He ones spoke through the mouth of a she-asa. 





t upon Luther's reeanta- 






















































“PROVE ALL THINGS” 367 


Holy Scripture, upon which I take my stand, is above both 
Church and Fathers. 

By the Holy Scripture he, moreover, persists in under- 
nding his own interpretation of the Bible, By a tragic 
mistake he has come to confound his own personal and 
altogether subjective interpretation with the objective 
Word of God” inthe Bible, In the same way he makes 
not the slightest distinction between the meaning of the 
“ gospel,” which he fancies he has discovered, and the actual 
Gospel itself, 


Catholics urged against Luther that the Church had beon 
entrusted with the safeguarding of the Holy Books, with the 
handing down of the canon of Scripture and tho correct inter- 
pretation of the sare, and that, from the earliest Christian times, 
the Faithful had always left to the living Tradition, the General 
Councils and the Supreme Teacher of the Church—the Viear of 
Christ and inheritor of the powers of Peter—the final decision in 
doctrinal questions and the correet and binding interpretation of 
Holy Scripture. 

What Luther esserted, for instance, in his final letter to 
Dungersheim, brought the central dogma, namely, that of the 
teaching office of the Church, into still clearer light: “ You have 
nothing else on your lips," he says te Dungersheim and to all 
Catholics generally, “but tho words Chureh, Church, herctic, 
heretic, and you will not admit that the injunction : * Prove all 
things, hold fast that which is good’ (I Thess. v. 21), applies to 
any. But when we ask for the Church, you show wa one man, the 
Pope, to whom you entrust overything [ie. all decisions on 
matters of faith], and yet you do not prove by one word that his 
faith is unchangeable. Yet we have discovered in tho Pope's 
Deeretals more heresies than any heretic ever invented. You 
ought to prove your standpoint and instead! of this you always 
start from the same premiss.”? Theologians, as a matter of fact, 
had never claimed for all the contents of tho Decretals a rank 
among the solemn pronouncements on faith. What is, however, 
more important. is that Luther places the indiviciual above the 
Church and the Primacy appointed hy Cod ; he puts the Scrin- 
tures in hix hand, to interpret ag he will. He continues as fallow 
“You ought to prove that the Church of God is with you an 
nowhere else in the world. We want the Scriptures for our judge, 
but you wish to be judges of the Scriptures. 

In this connection, secking to justify the bitterness of his 
polemies, ho unwittingly gives an excellent portrait of himself : 
“You misinterpret. the words I speak, just as the axs in your 
midst [Alveld] is doing at the present moment, This seems to be 
the way with you people of Leipzig, you read without attention, 
























































1 Briofwoehsel,”” 2, p. 163. On the date roe Kéatlin-Kaworau, 1, 
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judge presumptuously, and are too stupid to understand the 
writings of others. Maybe my patience will come to an end and 
make room for anger, for I am after all as human as you; yousit 
there calmly and nag at me while [ am oppressed with work and 
everyone shows me his tecth, and, forsooth, humility is expected 
of me while I am being attecked by ravening wolves. The weight 
of the globo presses upon me (‘orbis me premit'), and if I do so 
much as nod, you cannot endure it ; if at last I turn round upon 
you, I am accused and found fault with on all sides. I write this 
to show my zeal for peace and concord ; why, in God's name, am 
not allowed to enjoy thom 1" 

He himself shows us later in what way ho was desirous of 
“peace and concord.” From the words we have just quoted he 
seems, strange to say, to think that the Roman party had no 
right to fight for the great and sacred interests of Mother Church, 
nor to repel the attacks he was making upon so much which had 
hitherto bean believed. , 

It is exceedingly sad to sce how Luther, the once zealous 
religious, has beeome alienated more and more from the 
heart of the Church, from her life, ways of thought and 
feeling. Passion for his cause, precipitation, overstrain, 
both mental and bodily, the delusion that the whole world 
was watching the brave monk’s daring move, all this cuts 
him off, more even than his previous eonduet, from practical 
association with the Church. His growing lukewarmness in 
religion is paving the way for his complete apostasy. 

‘He confesses that he lived in a worldly turmoil of work 
and distractions, of parties and feastings which led him 
away ‘to immoderation, impropriety and negligence.” 
Recollection, penance and humility become more and 
more strangers to him, though he can still speak words of 
piety; everything is overcovered by the great struggle he 
has called into being; the less attention he devotes to the 
duties of the religious life, the more he gravitates to the 
Electoral Court, where Spalatin is ever busy secking to 
provide him with a safe shelter, ‘This is the talentcd man, 
s0 the Catholic sadly reminds himsclf, whose words might 
have assisted in calling forth a real reform within the Church, 
if, agreeably with the spirit and rules of the Church, he had 
only appealed to the Faithful and their pastors with earnest 
ness and deliberation, with persistence and confidence in 
God. Instead of this, he pushed forward heedkssly in the 
slippery path to lay sacrilegious hands on the doctrine and 
the whole structure of the Church as existing up to that 
time. 
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At the close of this chapter some remarks may perhaps 
be permitted on certain mistaken or misunderstood tales 
concerning Luther, which belong to this period. 

The history of the sermon referred to above (p. 334), 
delivered by Luther at Dresden in July, 1518, in the presenee 
of Duke George of Saxony has recently been presented to 
Protestant readers in the traditional Icgendary form as 
“ portraying the whole history of the following centuries.” 
If it were really so supremely important, then we ought, 
indeed, in our narrative to have put this sermon in a better 
light and assigned it a very different position, As a matter 
of fact, however, its contents are by no means of any great 
moment and do not even justify its deseription as “ the 
trial sermon of the pale Augustinian monk.’” 








Duko George of Saxony, so wo are told in this new and adorned 
version of the incident, “had applicd to the Vicar-General of tho 
Augustinians, Staupitz, requesting that he would procure for him 
‘an honest and learned preacher,” and Staupitz thereupon sent 
him Luther “with a letter of recommendation in which he 
described him aa a highly gifted young man of proved excellence, 
both as regards his studi and his moral character." As a 
matter of fact, however, it is only known that Luther happened 
to be in Dresden on July 25, 1518, on his way back from the 
Heidelberg Chapter. As he usually did, he took advantage of the 
opportunity afforded him of preaching. Of tho letters of Duko 
George or of Staupitz history knows nothing. 

The sermon was delivered in the castle (‘in castro") in the 
presence of the Court on the aforesaid day, which was Sunday, 
and also the Feast of James the Cireater.!_ The text was taken 
from the Gospel for the Feast in which our Saviour says to James 
and his brother: “ Ye know not what ye ask” (Matt. xx. 22), 
On this text Luther, doubtless in his customery burning words, 
described “the foolishness of people in their prayers, and what 
tho true object of prayer should be.” ‘This is what he himself 
tells us. Ho introduced among other things into the sermon a 
story about three virgins, which, he snys, was “ quite theological.” 
According to another account, he did not lose the opportunity of 
expressing the ideas which dominated him, namely, that those who 
listen to tho Word of God with an attentive mind are truo 
disciples of Christ, chosen, and predestinated for life everlasting, 
and that we must, overcome “the fear of God"; he no doubt 
laid particular stress on faith and depreciated good works. It 
doa not scem necessary to assume that thero wero two different 
sermons, “The evangelical certainty of Salvation, as against the 

















2 Luther to Spulatin, January: 14, 1519,“ Briefweehsi 
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traditional righteousness by works,” so runs the latast legendary: 
account, “shone forth from his words more plainly than waa 
agrecable to the Duke, 

Duke George was, and remained, a good Catholic. His 
opinion of Luther's sermon is characteristic: “I would have 
given much money not to have heerd it,” so he says, “ because 
such discourses make men presumptuous.” Thia he repeated 
several times at tablo with great disploasure. The occasion 
which gave rise to this remark was thet Barbara von Sala, a lady 
of the Court who was present, praised the sermon as most 
reassuring, and added that if sho could hear such a sermon again 
the would die with a quiet mind. 

At the Court much was said in disparagement of the sermon 
and the preacher, certain conversations of Luther in the town 
soeming to have contributed to this. The Prior of the Augus- 
tinian monastery at Dresden wrote afterwards to Luther telling 
‘him that many found fault with him as unlearned and arrogant, 
te., that the sermon in the castle was made the ground for all 
sorts of reproaches: that it was also said that hiastory of the three 
virgins had been directed against three particular ladies at the 
Court, which surely was not the case, Shortly after, when pre- 
poring for the Diaputation at Leipzig, Luthor must evidently havo 
feared that the Duke was not favourably disposed, for he wrote 
Legging that, if he had displeased him, he would “ graciously 
qardon everything.” ‘The Duke replied that he was not aware of 
“any displeasure ever conceived by us against you.” Duke 
Goorge, who was zoalous for reform, was much in favour of 
Luther's Indulgence theses and, aiter having come to an under- 
standing with Eck, ho sanctioned the Disputation at Leipzig 
notwithstanding the objections of the Bishop and the theological 
faculty, 

We know some details concerning Luther's behaviour in tho 
town, and the violent attacks on Thomas of Aquin and Aristotle, 
to which he gave vent, in the presonce of some of tha Leipzig 
theologians, at a dinner in Ernscr’s house. Luther, as he himeclf 
says, there defended the proposition, that ‘neither Thomas nor 
all the Thomists put together had understood a single chapter of 
Aristotle,”” undoubtedly an extraordinary statement, yet one 
which, stripped of ita cloak of hyperbole, is quite in Luther's 
style.’ Not a single Thomist, ho anid on the same occasion, knaw 
what waa moant by keeping Ged’s Commandments. A young 
Leipzig Master in the ensuing Disputation attacked him fiercely 
on this sore, and declared later that he had stopped his mouth 
s) completely that he was unable to say a word. A Dominican 
who was standing at the door listening angrily to the attacks 
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upon the groat Doctor of his Onder, afterwards admitted that ho 
had hardly been able to restrain himself from rushing into the 
room and spitting in Luther's face. 

‘This is-all that the sources contain regarding Luther's stay at 
Drescon. There is no justification for the proceeding of certain 
Protestant narrators who magnify the ied“ trial sermon,” 
and utilise Luther's sojourn to make him utter unique predictions 
‘of tho future. Other events of those years might with much 
greater truth be represented as momentous, particularly the 
‘Heidelberg Disputation from which Luther was then returning. 





In private conversations at Dresden Luther showed 
clearly how far he had already separated himself from the 
older Church. Emser made representations to him on this 
score: “I told you of it plainly at Dresden,” he writes in 
the following year, “and again at Leipzig, warning you in a 
friendly manner and begging you to place some restraint 
‘upon your zeal and to avoid giving offence, and not to 
speak of the superstitious malpractices amongst us Catholics 
in such a way as at the same time to root out all belief, 
and to rob the German people of their faith”! Elsewhere 
Emser explains: “A year before the Disputation at 
Leipzig [i.c. in 1518, and without doubt at Dresden] Luther 
declared that he eared nothing for the Pope’s excommunica- 
tion and had alrcady determined to die under it. And this, 
should he deny it, Iam ready to prove.”? We may take it 
that Emser is here alluding to Luther's rude answers to his 
adversaries, who, according to his own story, reproached 
him at Dresden with the sermon he had preached at Witten- 
berg on the “ Power of Indulgences ” ; some portions of this 
sermon had already found their way to Dresden, though as 
yet it had not been printed. There is no doubt that Emser 
himsclf was among these adversarics, His statement about 
what Luther said is absolutely trustworthy, and shows how 
untrue the fable was that Luther was animated by the most 
peaceful of intentions and only against his will was dragged 
into a struggle which Icd eventually to his exeommunica- 
tion, 

Luther’s stay at Dresden and Leipzig affords an oppor: 
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tunity for discussing two of his famous and oft-quoted 
utteranees, which, in the sense they are generally em- 
ployed against him, are historically doubtful. Emser, it is 
usually stated, with his own cars heard Luther declare that 
he was only waiting for an assurance of protection from 
the secular power in order to declare war on the Pope, and 
that Luther himsclf had admitted that his cause had not 
been begun for God’s sake. 


The first utterance, so well revealing his low and cowardly 
standard, Luther is said to have given vent to at Dresden in 1518, 
telling Emser that if only a Prince wonld shield him, he would do 
his worst against the Church. But is Emsor here really reforring 
to words spoken by Luther himself? What he actually says is 
this: “Many peoplo know that one of his Order had often and 
in divers places been heard to say that if he [Luther] only knew 
of a Princo who would havo backed him, he would give Pope, 
Bishop and Parsons a fine time of it.”! Tn these words we have 
accordingly not an utterance of Luther's own, but merely ona 
of a brother monk, Neither is Dresden given as tho placo 
where this was said ; on the contrary, the Augustinian referred to 
was heard to say these words in many different places. What he 
Tepeatedly said certainly does not redound to Luther's credit, 
neither does it agree with the high-spirited defence of the truth 
which is gonerally attributed to him by Protestants. Whether 
the Augustinian spoke from a thorough knowledge of Luther, and 
whether what ho said really renders words which Luther hed 
spoken, cannot be determined. At eny rate, the manner in whieh 
Luther acted in order to gain and retain the protection of the 
Elector, through the intermediary of Spalatin, gives some weight 
to the words, 

‘Tha othor statement said to have been mada by Luther was a 
follows : * Let the dovil do his utmost, the business wee not begun 
for God's sake and, for His sake, shall not be ended.” This 
Emsor says he actually heard from Luther himself; he tells 
Luther: “1 warned you three times in a fraternal ‘spirit and 
begged you for God's sake to spare the poor people to whom: you 
were certainly giving great scandal by this matter, and you at 
last answered me: ‘Let the devil, ete.’ 

It is, howover, very doubtful whether Luther would havo said 
so plainly that his cause in the controversy had not been begun, and 
should not cease, for God's sake (which is what Eruser takes him as 
meaning). Inhisreply toEmscr Luther declares he had meantscme- 
thing qnite different by what he said and we have no right to set 
aside his explanation. Ho relates that thewords were said to Emser 
in the Chancery of the castle at Leipzig on the oceasion of the Dis- 
putation of 1519, but really of the opposite party who wished to 
do him “harm” by the proposed Disputetion ; Eck, who had 


3 Ibid, fol. A, 3,4 “An den Stior eu Wittonborg,” fol. A, 9. 
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“begun the Disputation,” Emser and the Leipzig theologians 
hed @ mind to injure thereby his teaching ; “my words applied 
to them,” “not to myself,’” those of “ours who were standing 
by" are my witnesses ;} besides, he writes, he would have been 
““possessed ” had he said: “<I did not begin this in God’s 
nome”; but, because in saying this he regrotted “thet the 
opposite party sought honour rather than the truth,” he said it 
“with sorrowful words and a sad mind.'’ Emser nevertheless 
stood to hia version® and declared that Luther, far from speaking 
sadly, had said the words with eyes sparkling with anger; besides, 
Luther hed hed no right to sey anything of the kind about Emser 
and the Leipzig theologians, as they had not then set on foot any 
measures against him. 

It is quite likely that Emser gave Luther the threefold warning 
he speaks of above. But that Luther should havo replied to the 
exhortation “to eparo the poor people,” ote., by tho strango 
statement that “ the matter hed not been begun for God’s sake ”” 
is so utterly unlikely that he was probably right in denying it in 
his reply to Emser.? We may ately assume that Emser was 6 
little confused in his recollection of the interview ; in his con- 
versation in the castle at Leipzig ho may have spoken of Luther's. 
ection gonerally and of the Disputation in particular, wheroupon 
Luther, thinking only of the Disputation, may well have said: 
“Let the devil,’ ete.; which Emser, in the excitement of the 
dispute, took to refer to Luther's action as 8 whole. 

At any rate, Luther's fear of giving scandal, according to his 
‘own letters, was not nearly so great as he makes out in his roply 
to Emser. “Here, in the very passage under discussion, he over- 
whelms Emser with abuse, a fact which does not awaken con- 
fidence in his statements : “ That man would indeed be a monster, 
even worse than Emser himself, who did not heartily grieve to 
cause annoyance to the poor people.” He calls his opponent a 
“poisonous, shameless lier,"” a “murderer,” who spoke contrary 
to his own “heart and conscience.” “My great and joyful courage 
ute you to the quick”; ‘* Evks, Emsers, Goats, Wolves and Ser- 
penta and such-like sonseless and ferocious beasts" would have 
raved even against Christ Himself. In tho same breath ho declares, 
that in his behaviour up to that time “he had never once started 
@ quarrel” ; everything unfavourable that had been said of him 
wes based merely on lies, which hed been invented sbout him 
“these three years" and had become a crying scandal. 
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CHAPTER X 


LUTHER’S PROGRESS IN THE NEW TEACHING 


1. The Second Stage of his development. Assurance 
of Salvation 


‘Two cements were still wanting to Luther’s teaching— 
the very two which, at a later date and till the end of his 
life, he regarded as the corner-stone of the truth which he 
had discovered—viz. Faith alone as the means of justifica- 
tion, and the assurance of Divine favour, which was its 
outcome. Both these clements are most closely connected, 
and goto make up the Lutheran doctrine of the appropriation 
of salvation, or personal certainty of faith. In accordance 
therewith justifying faith includes not only a belief in Christ 
as the Saviour; I must not mercly believe that He will 
save and sanctify me if I turn to Him with humility and 
confidence—this the Church had ever taught—but I must 
also have entire faith in my justification, and rest assured, 
that without any work whatsoever on my part and solely 
by means of such a faith, all the demands made upon me are 
fulfilled, the merits of Christ appropriated, and my remaining 
sins not imputed to me; such is personal assurance of 
salvation by faith alone. 

The teaching of the Catholie Church, we may remind our 
readers, never recognised in its exhortation to. faith and 
confidence in God, the existence of this “faith alone” 
which justifies without further ado, nor did it require that 
of necessity there must be a special faith in one’s state of 
salvation, "In place of faith alone the Chureh taught what 
the Council of Trent thus sums up: ‘We are said to be 
justified by faith because faith is the beginning of human 
salvation, the foundation and root of all justification, 
without which it is impossible to please God and reach the 
blessed company of His children.” + 

And instead of setting up a special faith in our own state 

1 Seas. 6,0. 8 
374 
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of salvation, her teaching, as expressed by the same Council, 
had ever been that “ no devout person may doubt the mercy 
of God, the merit of Christ and the power and efficacy of 
the sacraments,” though, on the other hand, “no one may 
boast with certainty of the remission of his sins”; ‘nor 
may it be said that those who are truly justified must 
convince themselves beyond all doubt that they are justified 
and that no one is absolved from sin and justified unless he 
believe with certainty that he has been so absolved and 
justified, as though absolution and justification were 
accomplished by this faith alone”; “ but rather everyone, 
bearing in mind his own weakness and indisposition, may 
well be anxious and afraid for his salvation, as no one can 
know, with the certainty of faith which excludes all error, 
that he has attained to the grace of God." + 

Such was the doctrine which Luther had learnt in his 
carly days as a monk; it animated his youthful zeal for the 
religious life and did not interfere with his contented and 
happy frame of mind, as cxpresscd in the Ictter of invitation 
to his first Mass and his conversations with Usingen.* The 
writings of St. Bernard had taught him, that in the religious 
life this happiness is the portion of all those who seck God. 
Luther knew that thousands like himself rejoiced from their 
hearts in the “anointed cross” of the service of God, as 
Bernard calls it. On the by-path he chose to follow he lost, 
however, his happiness and increased his doubts and inward 
unrest. 

Luther, after forsaking the Catholie standpoint, had 
hitherto becn tormented by anxiety as to how we can be 
assured of the Grace of God. Having left the secure footing 
of the Church's views on nature, grace and predestination, 
he was now in search of a certainty even more absolute. 
His Commentary on Romans had concluded with the anxious 
question: “ Who will give me the assurance that I am 
pleasing God by my works?” As yet he can give no other 
answer than that, “we must call upon God’s grace with 
fear and trembling and scck to render Him gracious to us 
by humility and sclf-annihilation, because all depends 
upon His arbitrary Will (above, p.217f.). In these lectures, 








1 Ibid. cap. ix., Contre inancm fiduciam. 
* Seo ‘tho letter above, p. 15. On Usingen, see his Life, by 
N. Paulus, p. 17. 
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in the course of his gloomy and abstruse treatment of pre- 
destination, he had instructed his hearers how they must. 
be resigned to thisuncertainty concerning ctemity (p. 286 ff.). 


In tho act of resignation he perceived various signs of pro- 
destination, He says in the Commentary on Romans: “There 
are three degrees in the signs of predestination. Somo are content 
with God's Will, but are confident they are among the elect and 
do not wish to be damned. Others, who stand on a higher level, 
are resigned and contented with God's Will, or at least wish to be 
40, even though God should not choose to save them but to place 
them amongst. the lost. The third, ic. the last and highest 
degree, is to be resigned in very deed to hell if such be the Wall of 
God, which is perhaps the case with many at the hour of death. 
In this way we become altogether purified from self-will and the 
wisdom of the flesh. 

“Terrible pride prevails among the hypocrites and mon of the 
law, who, because they believe in Christ, think themselves already 
saved and suificiently righteous,"" thes6 claim to attain to grace 
and the Divine Sonship “by faith alone’ (‘er fide tantum"), 
“as though we were saved by Christ without the performance of 
any works or acte of our own" ("sie uf ipsi nihil operentur, nihil 
exhibeant de fide"). Such men possess too much faith, or rather 
none at all.* 

While he was thus wavering between reminiscences of the 
Catholic teaching and his own pseuclo-mystical ideas on justifica~ 
tion and imputation, his mind must indeed have been in a state 
of incessant agitation, 60 that uncasiness and fear became his 
natural element. “As we are unable to keep God's commas 
ments and are therefore elways unrighteous, there remains 
nothing for us but to be in constant fear of the Judgment (‘ut 
iudicium semper timeamus'), and to pray for pardon, or rather 
for the non-impating of ote unrighteousness.” "We are to 

according to the Psalmist (ii. 11), before God on account 
Mercy, but with trembling on account of the sin which 
serves His Judgment.”* 
In 1525 he wrote: ‘To leave man no free will for what is 
good and to make altogether dependent on God's pre- 
destination “seems, it is true, eruel and intolerable ; countless 
‘of the grcatest minds of previous ages have taken offence at this. 
And who, indesd, is there whom the idea does not offend tT 
myself have more than once been greatly scandalised at it and 
plunged into an abyss of despair so that I wished I had never 
licen created. But then I learned how wholesome despair is and 
how close it lies to grace." 




































This he “earned,” or thought he learned, through his 
doctrine of assurance of salvation through faith. 
16 Schol Rome” pe 215. # Zbidey ps 192. 


3 Did., p. 124. 
# In De aervo arbitrio, * Werke,” Weim eda, 18, p. 719. 
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“ ‘Lhe forgiveness offered us by God in His Word ” (if we 
may here anticipate his later teaching), became for him a 
definite object of sanctifying and saving faith, to the extent 
that faith came to be identical in his eyes with fiducia. 





Faith is, as ho says, ‘a real heartfelt confidence in Christ.”? 
“ He atrongly emphasises at the sare tino the relation between 
what is here proposed for belief and tho individual believer; I 
believe that God is gracious to me and forgives me. That, says 
Luther [later], makes the Article of the Forgiveness of Sins 
particularly difficult, for though the other Articles of Faith may 
be more difficult if onco we begin to speak of them and try to 
understand them, yet in the Article of the Forgiveness of Sins 
what presents the greatest difficulty is, that ‘each one must 
accept this for himself in particular,’ This was hard to 6 men 
because he must stand greatly in dwe of the anger of God and 
His Judgment; but when the Article of the Forgiveness of Sins 
comes horne tous and we really experience ita meaning, then the 
other Articles concerning God, the Creator, tho Son of Uod, ote. 
‘also come home to us and enter into our experience.’ And, 
according to Luther, true faith consists in this, that I believe and 
am assured that God is my God because He speaks to me and 
forgives my sins.”2 While taking the acceptance of the whole of 
revelation for granted, he magnifies fiducial faith to such an 
extent, that many Protestant theologians have come to consider 
a trusting faith in Christ to be his only essential requirement, in 
fact to imagine that in this alone faith consists; claiming to be 
merely following Luther, they deny that the acceptance of 
individual points of faith, i.e. Articles of Fxith, can be a necessary 
condition for salvation. 














Fiducial faith, with its assurance of salvation was the 
way which Luther discovered out of all his troubles about 
two years after the termination of his Commentary on 
Romans, in 1518, or the begtinning of 1519. This discovery 
is a remarkable cvent, which stands alone, and with which 
we must concer ourselves after first examining what led up 
to it. From the place where it was made, viz, the tower 
belonging to the monastcry, it might be styled the Tower 
Experience, 

The incident remained imbedded in Luther's mind till 
his old aye ; he frequently alludes to it, and though in some 
of its details his memory did not serve him aright and his 
apprehension of it may have been somewhat modilicd by 
party prejudice, yct the main clements of the story appear 
to be historically quite credible, He fixes not merely the 

* Kostlin, “Luthers Theologic,” 2%, p. 180. * bid p, 181. 
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place, but also the time of the incident, namely, the com- 
mencement of his second course of lectures on the Psalms 
(1518-19), i.e. two matters which ever serve as the most 
reliable framework for the picture of an event long past. 
From what he relates between 1582 and 1545, one thing is 
directly certain regarding this purely spiritual, and for that 
reason rather less tangible incident, viz. that it was an 
experience arrived at only after the acutest mental anguish 
and which Luther ever after regarded as a special illumina- 
tion vouchsafed to him by God, It is connected with 
Romans i. 17: “ For the justice of God is revealed therein 
[in the Gospel] from faith unto faith as it is written [Hab. 
ui. 4]: * The just man liveth by faith.’ ” 

What is indirectly no less certain, from the unanimity of 
the testimonies, and from the course of his devclopment as 
vouched for by his writings, is that the discovery in question 
was really that of the assurance of salvation, 








The various opinions which have been expressed on the 
account of the event given by Luther (see below, p. 388 ff.) in 
1545, and the numerous attempts which have been made to 
fix a date for the same, render it necessary to trace chrono- 
logically the development of the doctrine of faith and 
salvation in Luther’s mind till the year 1519. We shall see 
that his statement as to the time when the cvent took place 
(1518-19) not only presents no difficulty, but that such a 
termination to his experiences was naturally to be expected. 


Prior to 1518-19 the absolute assurance of salvation which 
appears afterwards is nowhere distinctly expressed in Luther's 
doctrine on faith and salvation. 

Passages to the contrary, which have been quoted from the 
unprinted lectures on Hebrews delivered previous to the autumn 
of 1517, need not be interpreted in the sense of fiducial faith and 
assurance of salvation. They refer rather indistinctly to the 
effects of faith without the works which Luther had now come to 
detest, and attack “ self-righteousness," aa in the Commentary 
on Romans (“‘sola fides... que non nititur operibus illia 
{orationibus et preeparatoriis "}). ‘They only hint vaguely at the 
road he will follow later. 

Again, in the Indulgence theses of October 31, 1517, directed 
against Tetzel, tho assuranco of salvation is not expressed, and 
we find @ recommendation “to trust rather to enter heaven by 

1B, Loofs, “Leitfaden dor Dogmengesch..” 4, p. 711, lays stress 


on passages quoted by Deniflo, but admita (p. 721) that they are “not 
so clear.” The same applics to the passages quoted above, p. 261. 
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much tribulation than by security and peace.” In place of pax, 
paz | he, as a mystic, would prefer to exhort the people with the 
cry: cruz, cruz / (thesis 93). 

‘Neither do the theses of the Heidelberg Disputation in April, 
1518, contain the assurance of salvation, although thesos 25-8 
touch upon justification and, as against the law, extol the great 
effects of the faith which Christ works in us.* 

On the other hand, the Resolutions to the Indulgence theses 
which appeared shortly after (1518) treat to a certain extent of 
the subject and attempt to give a solution.* There we read : 
“In tho confusion [in the mind of the man who is porturbed by 
thoughts of sin and rejection] God works a strange work in order 
to sccomplish His work " ; grace is infused ("* infunditur gratia”), 
while man still fancies he “is about to be damned.” In order 
to rid himself of his ‘“ despair,” he goes to Confession “ so that the 
pricst may declaro him absolved and give peace to his con- 
science.”’ ‘* The man who is to be absolved must take great care 
lest he doubt the remission of his sins.”” Faith in Christ's words 
to Peter; “ Whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth,” etc., does all. 
‘Tho whole passage, which describes justification in the fanciful and 
paradoxical language of the mystic, ia worth quoting: ‘ Whon 
God bogins to justify a man, Ho first damns him ; Ho is about to 
build, but first: He pulls down, to heal but first Ho deals wounds, 
to vivity but first He condernns to death. He crushes man, 
hambles him by the knowledge of himself and his sins and makes 
him tremble, so that, under a sense of his misery, he cries out 
[with Holy Scripture] ‘there is no poaco for my bones because 
of my sins, there is no health in my flesh becauso of Thy wrath. 
For the mountains melt eway bolore the fece of God, He sends out 
‘His arrows, He troubles us with His anger and with the breath of 
His wrath. The sinner sinks down into hell and shame covers his 
face. David froquently exporionced this confusion and tribula- 
tion and describes it with sighs in soveral of tho Psalms, Salva- 
tion has its origin in this confusion, becauso ‘ the fear of God is 
the beginning of wisdorn.’ "The ways of God are in a tempest 
and @ whirlwind, secording to Nahum (i. 3); man’s destruction 
is to Him “tho most pleasing sacrifice,” the animal sacrificed is 
torn in pieces, the hide is stripped off, and it ia slaughtered. 
Luther in threo passages from tho Prophets, dezoribos the " in 
fusion of grace,” which man is apt to mistake for the outpouring 
of the Divine wrath upon him. 

Because the man who is justified is still “without peace and 
consolation,” not trusting his own judgment, he begs the priest 
for comfort in Confession. ‘‘ He is led to cling to the judgment of 
another not because ho is a spiritual superior, or becauso he pos- 
sesses any power, but on account of the words of Christ Who 
cannot lie: ' Whatsoever thou shalt loose,’ ete. Faith in these 




















Cp. K. Stange, “Die ersten othischen Disputationen Luthors 
(* Quelionsehrifton zur Goseh. des Protestantismus,” No. 1), p. 54. 
© Werks,” Weim. od, 1, p. 540 f.; “Opp. Lat. var," 2, p. 132 
seg. 
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words has worked peace of conscience while the priest looses by 
virtue of the same.”* “* Christ is our peace. Without faith in His 
word, no one will ever be at peace even after more than a thousand 
absolutions from the Pope. Thanks be to God for this sweet 
powor of the priost.”” 

PPGuch words of gratitude do nob disguise tho fact, that tho 
sacrament of penance is stripped of its meaning by tho assur- 
ance, that "* Ute remission of guilt takes place by the infusion of 
grace before the priest has given absolution.” 

Above all it ix plain we have not yet here that assurance of 
salvation, as Luther held it at a later date : 

“Whoever secks peace in another way [than through the 
absolution of the priest], he says in the same passage, ‘say, by 
his own inward experience, appears to be tempting God, and not 
seeking peaco by faith.” With this denial of the validity of 
personal inward experience (‘‘erperientia intus") he brushes 
aside an clement which, scarcely a year later, he represents as 
essential. He says still more definitely: "Tho remission of 
guilt is not assured to us, as a general rule, except by the sentence 
‘of the priest, and not even by him unless wo believe Christ’s 
promise with regard to loosing. But so long as we are not certain 
of the remission it is no remission.” “ As the infusion of grace is 
hidden under the appearance of anger, man is still more un- 
certain of grace when it is prosent than when it is absent."”* 

That Luther could rest satisfied with so shadowy and in- 
sufficient a conception can only be attributed to his state of mind 
at the time. 

He lays great stress on absolution in the Disputation of the 
year 1518 “ For the calming of troubled consciences " (above, p. 
319)? Here it is expressly stated, that the strongest assurance 
regarding the state of grace is to bo derived from the priest's 
absolution and the accompanying faith of the penitent Christian : 
“ Whoever is absolved by the power of the keys must rather die 
‘and renounce all creatures than doubt of his absolution "(thesis 
16). Those who declare the reniission of sins to be doubtful on 
account of the uncertainty of contrition, err to tho point of deny- 
ing the faith” (13), for * the forgiveness of sins is based much 
more upon feith in the word of Christ : ‘ Whatsoever thou shalt 
loose,’ ete.” (9). “The power of the keys operates a sure and 
infallible work by the word and the command of Christ, when 
used in earnest.” (24). The coneluding words of the Disputation 
already quoted elsewhere accordingly exhort to boundless con- 
fidence, while at the same time alluding significantly to the text 



































L Cp. Weim. ed. 1. p. 542. “Opp, Lat. var,” p. 1662“ Cui 
(surerdoti abwalventi) qui erediderit eur jiducia, were’ oblinuit pacem et 
remixsionem apud Deum: id cat certns fil, ae rane absoludtum, non rei sed 
Jules revtitudine propler infallibilem mbecsicordiam promittentia sermonen 
Gundennpue sobevrin,” ete. ° Nic Ho. V. Lustifienti gratie pre gratia 
ipnina, paren habcmus ad Down por fidem, non utique per ren." 

2 Werke," With, eddy 1, p- 541 

> Ibid, p.'620 11.5“ Opp. Lat. var.,” 1, p. 378 o¢g. 
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which hes risen on Luther's horizon, though as yet he understands 
it only imperfectly : “The just man liveth by faith.” 


His state of uncertainty with regard to the appropriation 
of salvation eauscd Luther great disquietude. Other 
circumstances, particularly his feverish excitement at the 
outset of his public struggle, also contributed towards his 
inward unrest. The morbid fear of which he had never rid 
himself was also powerfully stirred. 

The supreme degree of this painful torment of soul may 
be gathered from the description he gives in the Resolutions. 

In this work, which appeared in August, 1518, in dealing 
with the 15th Indulgence thesis, he tries to prove that the 
punishment of Purgatory may be made up merely by fear and 
terror, Many of those living even now, he says, had ex- 
perieneed how high the flood of such interior sufferings can 
rise and how close they bring a man to despair. He would 
not quarrel with any who did not believe this, but those who 
had been through such trials were in a position to speak of 
them, Tauler treated of such pains in his German sermons 
and brought forward some examples; of course, to the 
Scholastics Tauler was unknown ; they did not appreciate 
him, but he had found more real theology in this theologian 
who wrote in German than “ among the whole of the Schol- 
astics of all the universities.” He then procecds, beginning 
with the very formula with which Paul introduces the 
aceount of his raptures : ‘I know a man" (Novi hominem), 
to deseribe the mystical interior sufferings which he had 
“frequently ” experienced; though they had never per- 
sisted long, they were so “ hellish,” that whoever had not 
undergone them himself was quite unable to speak of them. 
Mad this consuming fire lasted only for the tenth part of an 
hour all a man’s bones were reduced to ashes. 

“God then appears to be horribly angered and with Him 
all creation. There is no possibility of flight, no comfort 
whether within or without, only a hollow accusing voiec. 
The soul laments, according to the words of Scripture : 
‘Lord Iam cast away from Thy face,’ she dares not even say : 
“Chastise me not in Thy wrath.’ At this moment—inex- 
plicable as it is—the soul is unable even to believe in its 
possible liberation, but only feels that the punishment is 
not at an end. It appears everlasting and unceasing. The 
soul finds nothing in its whole being but a bare longing for 
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help, nothing but terrible sighing, though it knows not 
whence to implore assistance, Thus the soul, like Christ, 
is completely extenuated, all its bones are numbered, there 
i suc in it which is not penctrated with the ex- 
eruciating bitterness, with flight, with mournful anxiety 
and pain, and all for ever and ever, When a ball passes 
ever @ board every point of the line along which it travels 
bears the whole weight of the ball, though it does not 
receive the ball into itsclf, Se, too, the eternal flood of pain 
passes over the soul and causes it to taste the whole endless 
weight of eternal pain in every part, but the pain is not per- 
manently received into the soul, it docs not last, but passes.” 

The above so strange and fantastic description incor- 
porated in a Latin work written for the learned, in the 
interests of Luther's psychology, calls for further con- 
sideration, 

Particular stress must here be laid on the false mysticism 
in which Luther was then entangled, and his free use of the 
fanciful language of certain of the mystics. Luther's 
states had, however, nothing in common with those de- 
seribed in somewhat similar words by the healthier mystics, 
viz, the sore trial of the Mount of Olives through which the 
soul passes owing to the complete withdrawal of consolation. 
He, however, imagines he sees himself portrayed not only 
in such descriptions of the mystics, but also in mystical 
passages in the Psalms over which, at this time of change, 
he was fond of brooding. David's cries ring in his cars ; his 
experience of the hell in which the soul must dwell, of the 
life which draws nigh to hell, of the bones which are banished 
to the gate of hell, of the sinking into a dark sea, into the 
bowels of the carth under the heaped-up weight of endless 
misery. 

* “ Werke,” Weim, ed., 1, p. 567; “ Opp, Lat, var.,”” 2, p. 179 acq. 
No reason ean be advanced against the application of this passage 
to Luther himself except that the formula he employs, Novi hominem 
(op. 2 Cor ati, 2: “Seio hominem in Christo ropium "), he also 
onee makes use of in an account given of another person, ‘This eireum- 
stanee, however, does not invalidate the refercnee to his own person, 
which is apparent from the whole context. It is true, however, that 
Luther does not directly refer to himself. ‘The Protestant historians, 
J. Kostlin, W. Kohler, W, Braun, G, Kawerau, ete., also refer the 
passage to Luther himself. “Tho last-named historian. says, in the 
' Deutsch-Evangelische Blatter,” 1906, p. 447, that this passage of 
the evolutions gives an idea “of the night of the soul which ho hed 
experienced.” 
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It must also be borne in mind that the Monk, with his 
pseudo-mystieal ideas, cherished a gloomy conception of 
God, and held the terrible doctrine of the absolute pre- 
destination of the damned. Having wandered away from 
the Catholic teaching, with his views on man’s lack of free 
will, and the theory of arbitrary imputation by God, he 
found no answer in his troubled conscience to the question 
which weighed him down, namely, how to arrive at the 
assurance of a Gracious God. Confusion and interior pangs 
of conscience for a while gained the upper hand. 

Lastly, his peculiar morbid tendeney to fear must also be 
taken into account, for it afforded an opportunity to the 
Tempter to add to his confusion by raising difficulties 
regarding the deficiencies of his new, self-chosen theology. 

Adolph Hausrath in his Life of Luther even speaks of 
pericdical mental disturbances from which he suffered during 
the time he was a monk ; the disturbing power inherent in 
the monastie practices, so he says, took possession of his 
sensitive nature with its strong feelings; Luther only 
eseaped the danger of going mad by bravely bursting the 
fettcrs of the monastic Rule and the Popish Faith, In the 
strong inward combats which Luther endured at a later 
date Hausrath recognises a return of this affliction. In his 
second edition he has toned down this view of Luther's 
periodical attacks of mental illness out of regard for the 
objections which had, not without reason, been urged 
against his statement. In Luther's ease, however, there is 
no reason for assuming any “ monkish mental disease,” nor 
can he be proved to have suffered from any disturbance 
whatever of his mental functions at any time of his life.! 
But if we take it that the night of the soul which he passed 
through, whether in the monastery or during his later 
struggle, had at its basis a peculiar physico-psychic dis- 
position revealing a want of normal inward stability, then 
we can perhaps easily explain some other strange and at 
first blush inexplicable phenomena which his ease presents. 

At any rate, the fundamental new dogma of the assurance 
of salvation was not the product of a clear, quict, calm 
atmosphere of soul. It was born amidst unbearable inward 
mental confusion, and was a frantic attempt at self-pacifica- 





+ See volume vi., chapter xxxvi.,"Dark sido of the Life of the 
Soul,” 4, 5. 
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tion on the part of the Wittenberg Doctor whose active but 
unstable mind had already left the true course. 


It is of interest and helps us to reach a right understanding 
of the Tower Experience, to follow the change of view re- 
garding assurance of salvation which is apparent in Luther's 
statements and writings in the latter months of 1518 and 
beginning of 1519, 

At the time when, in October, 1518, Luther, a prey to 
other anxieties, stood before Cardinal Cajetan at Augsburg, 
he was already making great strides towards the new and 
consoling dogma of faith alone, moved thereto by indigna- 
tion at the censure which one of his propositions had called. 
forth, He says to Cardinal Cujetan in his explanation of the 
second of the assertions which he was required to withdraw, 
that it was incorrect to speak of it as “a new and false 
theology that no one can be justified execpt by faith, and 
that it is necessary to hold it as ecrtain in faith that one is 
justified, and not in any way to doubt the obtaining of 
grace, beeause whoever doubts or is uncertain is no longer 
justified, but is rejecting g 




















Ho attempta to prove this first aa regards Confession. The 
principal thing is to believe the words of Christ : * Whatsoever 
thou shalt loose,” ete., ic. by applying the words to oneself ; 
“under pain of eternal damnation and to avoid committing a sin 
of unbelief,” it is necessary to believe this; this faith is the only 
disposition for the sacrament and no work whatever serves as a 
preparation.* No ona could receive grace who doubted of its 
reception ; but, if we believed, then we recived everything in 
the sacrament. ‘The belief that we receive a personal remission of 
sin is, according to St. Bernard, the testimony of the Holy Ghost 
in our heart ; this, according to the same Father, is expressed in 
Romans ii. 28: “We hold that a man is justified by Faith with- 
out tho works of the law.” Let Cardinal Cajetan, he says finally 
—after quoting @ great number of biblical passages having no 
bearing on tho matter in hand—show him how he ia to under- 
stand in any other way all these texts from the Divine utter- 
ances. 
What is remarkablo is, however, that, during his trial at 
Augsburg, he allows Confession and Absolution to recede furthor 
2“ Worke,” Weim, ed.. 2 p. 13 f, “ Opp. Lat. var.."" 2, p, 377 #9. 
Der maita opera apina (ria) aid sacramentim, ard per aotem fidern, 
quia aot futew verbt Chriati inattivnt, evr efent, dignipient, prerparat ; sine 
ied omnia alia vel wind privauiplionia vel desperaticnia wtudicn, Ivatees 
Enon non cz dispositions ava acd 6s fide varit, Rom, 117," Which passae 
(soe below pi H) esontingly already’ plays & great part an his 
considerations. 
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into the background than in the Resolutions ; he no longer speaks 
of the above-mentioned magical production of the personal 
assurance of salvation, by the formula of absolution, as by the 
testimony of another; he now holds the absolute certainty of 
justification to be present by faith even before this, whenever 
@ man is willing to submit himself, according to hin inetructiona, 
to the Sacrament of Penance.’ Thus faith alone and the assur- 
ance of salvation were already present. The principal difficulty, 
however, ashe admits below (p. 3891,), still troubled his mind. This 
was the Justice of God, which haunted his conscience, though it 
did not hinder his going forward. 

The appeal he made to a General Council in November 
and his “conjecture” of December, 1518, that the Pope 
might be Antichrist,* were momentous indications that he 
was cutting himself adrift from the authority of the Church. 
At the same time he stripped the ideas he had hitherte held 
on faith of everything that reminded him of the traditional 
teaching of the Church ; he transformed the faith necessary 
for justification into a mere act of confidence in the merits of 
Christ without any reference to the Sacraments, to the other 
truths of faith, or to the Church, who is the guardian and 
mouthpiece of faith. To lay hold upon the righteousness 
of Christ with a sure trust is made to suffice for justification 
and for the fullest assurance of salvation, without any of the 
preliminaries and conditions on which he had formerly 
insisted. This act, too, God alone operates in man, who 
himself is devoid of all irce will. Although he incidentally 
clothes the act of confidence with love, and even hints at 
the good works a man may have performed previous to this 
act, also requiring good resolutions for the future, yet these 
are only additions which are really inconsistent with his 
idea. Henceforward fiducial faith appears to him as really 
an isolated fact, an act of confidence inspired by God merely 
from His good pleasure and with no regard for any work. 

2 In tho beginning of 1519 ho gives instructions to tho Faithful 
intended to show them how to make a good uso of Confession 
Short Instruction ‘how to: mako a Confession,” Werke," Weim, 
od., 2 p. 57 ff; Erl. od., 21, p, 244 ff.). Even in March, 1520, ho 

ublished this little work in an oxtended form, “*Confitendi Ratio, 
Weim ed., 6, p. 154 seq." Opp. Lat. vars” 4, p. 162 oe7. (ep. Kostlin- 
Kaworau, 1, p. 278), where he recommends confession, merely warming 
tho penitent, ul non fiducia confrasionia vel faciencee vel factee nitatur, 
aed in aolina Dei clementissimam promissionem tota fidei plenitudine con: 
Aidat, certianimua videlicet, quod, qui confeamuro peceata sua promistt 
veniam, promiasionem suam fideliasime prestabit.” 

* To Wenceslaus Link, December 11, 1518, “ Briefwechsel," 1, 
p. 316. 
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A vast change of far-reaching consequence had taken place 
in Luther's conception of the appropriation of the iustitia Dei, 
he had now reached an interpretation of the words iustus ex 
fide vivit and of the whole meaning of the gospel, upon 
which, notwithstanding the independence of his treatment 
of doctrine, he had never hitherto ventured. 

We may well ask what event, what development, had led 
up to this. 

Salvation by faith alone and the absolute assurance of 
‘one’s state of grace, were taught by Luther quite openly in 
the second course of lectures on the Psalms, which he had 
commenced in 1518 (perhaps at the end of the year), and the 
beginning of which he published in 1519 with a preface 
addressed to the Elector Frederick, dated March 27, 1519 
(sce above, p. 285). This was the “Operationes in Psalmos,” 
upon the publication of which he was engaged until 1521, and 
which was finally left unfinished. 

‘This work he, even at a later date, described as an entirely 
true exposition of his actual teaching on justification. 

Other Icctures, delivered at an carlier period, received 
no such praise from him; on the contrary, he never took 
the trouble of having them printed, and does not even 
mention them, Although the Commentary on Romans, 
which we have already studied, had advanced a considerable 
distance along the new lines of thought, nevertheless, at a 
later date its tone appeared too Catholic to please him ; it 
did not contain the new creed “Credo me esse salvum.” 
‘The same is true of the carlier course on the Psalms, of the 
lectures on Galatians, on Hebrews and on the Epistle to 
Titus, Luther, as a rule, was very ready to have his writings 
printed, but these, after he had entered upon the second 
stage of his development, he plainly looked upon as unripe 
and incomplete. 

Simultaneously with the printing of the new Commentary 
on the Psalms he commenced that of another Commentary, 
also consisting of lectures. This is the shorter of the two 
works on Galatians which he has left us in print (above, 
p. 806f.). This Commentary on Galatians, together with the 
“ Operationes in Psalmos,” is the earliest witness to his new 
and definitive conception of sola fides as an entire confidence 
in one’s justification. 

* Mathosius, “ Aufzcichaungon,” p. 75. 
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To these must be added the almost contemporary “ Sermo 
de tripliei iustitia” delivered towards the end of 1518, and 
the “ Sermo de duplic » dating from the eommence- 
ment of 1519, 


‘Tho righteousness of Christ, he says in the sermon on the 
threefold righteousneas!—without any reference to the Sacra- 
ments, with the exception of Baptism, or to the Church's means 
‘of grace—" is our whole being” and “becomes by faith our 
‘The just man liveth by 
“Whoever has this shall not be damned, even though 
he commit ain,”? thia being proved by two passages from the 
“by this man becomes lord of all things.” There is no 
such thing as merit. ‘ Evory Christian must beware of over 
doubting as to whether his works are pleasing to God ; whoever 
doubts this, sins, loses all his works and labours in vain. . . . He 
is not acting from faith or in faith.” As you believe in Christ so 
too you must believe that your works are well pleasing to God 
Because they aro of faith [i.e. done in a stato of grace).” 

In the sermon on the twofold righteousness ome of the first 
quotations from tho Biblo on which the same idea is based and 
yet more strongly expressed is again Romans i, 17: “The 
justice of God is revealed in the gospel,” ete.* This passage 
‘ssumes a more prominent position in his mind. He pauses in 
his explanation of Psalm xxx. 1: “In iuslitia tua libera me" ; 
this, he says, signifies ‘ the righteousness of Christ which has 
Become ours by faith, grace end the mercy of Cod.” Ho finds 
that this righteousness is frequently referred to in the Psalms as 
the “work of God, confession, power of God, mercy, truth and 
justice. These aro all names for faith in Christ, or rather names 
for that righteousness which is in Christ.” It is true that “ this 
alien. righteousness which is only infused by grace is never com- 
pletely infused all at once, but begins, increases and is finally 
completed by death.” It is displayed by works of faith, especially 
those for the good of others, where man, “ the lord of all things,”* 
makes himself “the servant of all"—words which Luther 
employs in exactly the same sense shortly afterwards as the 
foundation of his work: “On the freedom of a Christian man.” 
Faith, ie. confidence in our own salvation by Christ, works all this ; 
it imparte a cortainty 00 that wo aro able to say: “ Christ's lifo, 
‘work, sufferings and death are mino, just os though I had myself 
lived, worked, suffered and died ; so great is the confidence with 
which you are able to glory in Christ. 

His teaching, oven thon, was against the law. According to 
him, says Loofs, “tho law, even as ‘explained’ in the New 
‘Testament, which renders assurance of salvation possible only 
after the fulfilment of demands impossible to the natural man, 

1“ Werke,” Weim. ed., 2, p. 44f. “ Opp. Lat. var.," 2, p. 325 seq. 

2" Hane qui habet, etiamai peccet, non damnatier.” 

3" Werke,” Weim, ed., 2, p. 146.“ Opp. Lat. var.,” 2, p. 330, 

© Jbid., p. 145 [390}. 
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i it is true, nocessary as a negative preparation for faith, though 
not to be regarded ea the expression of the relationship desired. 
by Giod between Himself and man. It is the gospel which teaches 
us the position which God wishes us to occupy with regard to 
Himself ; according to its teaching we must, before we do any- 
thing for our salvation, be certain by faith of God's forgiving 
grace, in order to be born again by such a faith and become 
capable of fulfilling tho Will of God." Tho Protostant theologian 
who writes thus in his History of Dogma also points out that 
according to Luther, the law wes merely revealed by God as an 
educational measure and as the foundation of @ scale of rewards, 
whereas tho gospel represents the justice of Cod in the order of 
grace (Rom. i. 17). ‘In this conception of the antagonism 
between the law and the gospel,” says Loofs, “and in the 
possibility and necessity of an ecourence of salvation which it 
presupposes lies the fundamental difference between the Lutheran 
and the Catholic view of Christianity,” * 


At these fundamental views regarding the appropriation 
of salvation, or rightcousness by faith, Luther had accord- 
ingly already arrived in 1518-19 when engaged on his second 
exposition of the Psalms, 


2. The Discovery in the Monastery Tower (1518-19) 


Luther describes, in an important passage of the Preface to 
the Latin edition of his works in 1545, how he finally arrived 
at his ideas of faith and the assurance of salvation.* It is 
the only occasion on which he expatiates in so detailed and 
vivid @ manner on his own development, In the light of this 
passage his other assertions must be considered. 

The reader is at once struck by what Luther relates of 
the gloom and confusion of his mind previous to the discovery 
in the tower. In the preface, he says: ‘The passage, 
Romansi,, ‘The Justice of God is revealed in the Gospel,’ had, 
till then, been an obstacle to me. For I hated the words 


* Leitiaden rum Studium der Dogmengeseh."**, p, 721 f, 
We may mention casually Loofs's well-founded criticism 
doctrine of Justification end Assurance of Salvation 
(p. Further attention will be given to this point of his tesehing 
and to that on the Law and the Gospel in volume iv., x2Vilie 3, and 
volume Vie, XAXIN., Zand 4. 

‘Opp. Lat. var.,” 1, p. 22 acq. ‘This passage will be compared 

lengthy statement in the Commentary on Genesis ("" Opp. 
Lat. 03 . ps 74 ep. 19, p. 153), which, however, is not of equal 
importance with the former because the Commentary consists merely 
of notes made by cthers from Luther's lectures, end the portion in 
question was not published til after Luther's death. Cp. on the latter, 
©, Scheel * Die Entwicklung Luthers,” ete. ("* Schriften des Vervins 
fur Keformationsgesch.,"" No. 100, pp. 61-230), p. 107 f. 




























THE JUSTICE OF GOD 389 


* justice of God,’ which according to the use and custom 
of all teachers I had been taught to interpret in the philo- 
sophical sense, namely, as referring to the formal and active 
justice by which God is just and punishes the sinners and the 
unjust. Although I was a blameless monk, I felt myself as a 
sinner before God, suffered great trouble of conscience and 
was unable to look with confidence on God as propitiated by 
my satisfaction, therefore I did not love, but on the contrary, 
hated, the just God Who punishes sinners; I was angry 
with Him with furious murmuring, and said: The unhappy 
sinners and those who owing to original sin are for all 
eternity rejected are already sufficiently oppressed by every 
kind of misfortune owing to the Ten Commandments, and as 
though this were not enough God wills [according to Rom. i.] 
by means of the gospel to heap pain on pain, and threatens 
us with His Justice and His Anger even in the gospel.”! 

In his Table-Talk, as reported by Heydenreich, he says in 
the winter of 1542-48 in a quite similar way : “ These words 
were always in my mind. Wherever the * Justice of God * 
occurs in Seripture I was only able to understand this to 
mean the justice by which He Himself is just and judges 
according to justice. . . . I stood thore and knocked for 
someone to open to me, but no one came to undo the door ; 
Idid not know what to make of it. . . . Before finding the 
solution I shuddered with horror, I hated the Psalms and the 
Seripture where the justice of God oceurs, which I took to 
mean that He was just and the Judge of sinners, but not that 
He was our Justification and our imputed righteousness.” 
“ The whole of Scripture stood like a wall in front of me.”? 

“ As often as I read that the Justice of God was revealed 
in the Gospel,” he says in his Commentary on Genesis, “ I 
wished that God had never revcaled the Gospel, for who 
could love an angry God Who judges and condemns ? ””# 





“This word Justice,” he says in another Cornmentary in 1532, 
“cost me much sweat (‘magno sudore mihi constilit’), To 
interpret this as though it meant. the justice according to which 
God damns tho wicked is not merely unfounded but very dangor- 
ous; itawakons in the heart great hatred of God and His Justice ; 
for who can love Him Who treats the sinner according to justice 1 





1 The rest of the passage is given below, p. 301. The contents will 
first be made clear by quotations from parailel statements of Luther's, 
2 Mathesius, “ Tablo-Talk,”’ p. 309. 
Opp. Lat. exeg.,” 7, Pr THe 
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Nover forgot that God’s justice means that justice by which wo 
are justified ; it is the gift of tho remission of ains."2 

‘That in truth it “‘ cost him much sweat” before he was able to 
overcome tho objections suggested by the justice of God iteolf, 
is proved by other and stronger allusions of Luther to tho 
interior storms he underwent at this crisis, We refer to other 
statements in which, as above, he is speaking of Bible passages 
containing the expression Justice of God. ‘Thus for instance : 
‘The worda just and Justice of God were like a lightning-fash 
in my conscionce (* fulmen in conscientia') ; when I heard them, 
they at once filled me with terror. I thought God is Just and 
therefore He punishes.”* ‘That word iustitia,"” he said in 
September, 1538, “ was a thunder-clap to my heart. When a3 a 
papist I read : ‘Deliver me in Thy Justice’ (Pa. xxx. 2), and 
‘In Thy Truth,’ ete., I immediately represented to myself the 
avenging Justice and the fury of an angry God. In my heart I 
hated Paul when I read: ‘The Justice of God is revealed in the 
Gospel’... till at last in my affliction @ remedy presented 
itself.”"* 

Here we may mention some statements, which, though they 
belong to his later, fictitious portrayal of his spiritual develop- 
ment,* novortheloss contain en clement of truth concerning his 
inner life at the time when he was still a monk, and probably 
during those very months when he was excitedly and confusedly 
brooding over the assurance of salvation. In reality they merely 
describe in greater detail what the above passages relate of his 
‘dread of God’s Justice, though they also falsely charge all papista 
and all monks with being full of servile fear for the Judgo, ond 
forming ® school of despair. 

“We fled from Christ," he says in one of these remarkable 
passages, ‘a from the devil ; for we were taught that everyone 
must. appear before the Judgment-seat of Christ with his works 
and orders. . . . The Gospel tells us that. Christ does not come 
ea 8 Judge but aso Saviour ; but the monks taught the contrary, 
namely, thet He was to be our Judge.”* Now, he says, elsewhere, 
‘the word of God which has been re-discovered “‘ depicts Christ as 
‘our Justice.” But in the monastery he, like all the others, had 
“fallen away from the faith,” and therefore his “ heart trembled 
and palpitated for fear lest God should not be gracious " to him. 
“T often shuddered at the name of Jesus and when I looked at 
‘Him on the cross, He seemed to me like  lightning-fash.”* 

‘He had often, he assures us, been forced to say: ‘I wish 
there were no God,”? “and none of them looked upon my un- 
belief as a sin.”* 

Tt was “‘siraple idolatry, for I did not believe in Christ but 

















3 “Opp. Lat, exeg.,”" 19, p. 180. Exposition of Psalm li. 
* From Khummer's Notes in Seidemann's edition of Lauterbach’s 











“Tagebuch,” p. 81, 
‘Lauterbach, “Tagebuch,”" p. 130. ¢ See volume vi., xxxvil. 
+" Worke,” Erl, ed., 47, p. 39 f. id. 45, p. 156. 
+ sid, 46, p. 73. * “Opp. Lat. exeg.,"*7, 
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looked on Him asa stern and terrible Judge."* “I did not know 
how I stood towards God,’* ‘* was unable to pray aright,’ indeed 
“no one knew anything " sbout prayer, ‘for we did not pray in 
faith in Christ.” 

Tt was @ “great martyrdom and bondage from which the 
gospel set us free" ;* I was, as it were, in & privy and in the 
kingdom of the devil.* He folt the terrors of the Divine Judgment, 
he assures us (possibly on account of the inward wrestling with 
the iustitia Dei) so that his “ hair stood on ond’? when he thought 
of it, “At tho monastery I shuddered when they spoke of death 
or the other life.””* 

“waa the most wretched man on earth; day and night there 
was nothing but howling and despair which no one was able to put 
an end to for me. Thus I was bathed and baptised and properly 
sweatcd in my monkery. ‘Thanks be to God that I did not sweat 
myself to death, otherwise I should have long ago been in the 
depths of hell with my monkish baptism. For I knew Christ only 
4g a stern Judgo from Whom | wished to escape and was unable 











to do so... . Thus have they tortured many a worthy soul 
throughout life and at last thrown him in despeir into the infernal 
aby 


“In this way I raged (‘ Ita furebam ’),” Luther continues 
in the Latin Preface where he speaks of his sudden discovery, 
“and my conscicnee caused me terror and confusion; [ 
knocked imploringly at the verse of Paul (Rom, i, 17) with 
a burning thirst to know what it meant.”? He now describes 
the actual inward experience. 


“At Inst, while brooding day and night, by the mercy of God 
I noticed the connection between the words: the Justice of God 
is revealed therein [in the gospel], as it is written, ‘The just 
man liveth by faith.’ ‘Then I began to understand the Justice 
of God as that by which the just man lives by the gift of God, 
viz. by faith ; [I saw that] the sense is this: ‘By the gospel, 
justice, i.e. the passive justice of God, ia revealed by which the 
merciful God justifies by faith, as it is written: ‘The just man 
liveth by faith.’ Then T felt myself born again and fancied I had 
passed through the gates of Paradise, The whole of Scripture 
thereupon appeared to me in quite a different light. I ran rapidly 
through the passages in question as they lived in my memory 
and compared them with other expressions, such as: ‘Work of 
God, . the work which God carries on in us ; ‘ Power of God,’ 
by which He makes us strong ; ‘Wisdom of God,! by which He 
makes us wise ; likewise the Strength of God,’ ‘Salvation of 
God,’ and ‘ Honour of God.’ Then I extolled that sweetest word, 
Justice, with as much love as I had previously hated it, and this 


4“ Werke,” Erl. ed., 49, p27. ¥ Ibid, 17, p. 139 f. 

* Ibid, 44, p. 354. Ibid, 9, p. 10. 

* In Galat., 1, p. 109, * Werke," Erl, ed., 51, p. 146 
7 Ibid, 31, p. 279. 
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passage of Paul’s became to me in very truth the gate of 
Paradise.” He adda that the reading of Augustine had strength- 
ened him in his interpretation, and, “ provided with better 
‘weapons by means of this experience, 1 set about. the exposition 
of tho Psalms for the second timo’; this work was, however, 
interrupted by the Diet of Worms. 

Luther, it is true, does not speak here of the monastery 
tower as the scene of his experience, but this is described 
quite plainly in his other statements given below. In these 
the privy situated above the  Hypocaustum ” is mentioned 
as the place where the discovery took place. They at the 
same time complete and confirm the account given in the 
Preface of the antecedents of this new enlightenment, i.e. 
the immediately preceding terrors of God’s avenging 
justice, the time it happened, viz. when Luther was engaged 
on the Psalms, and finally, the subject-matter of the 
experience. 

The accounts from Luther's own lips must here be con- 
sidered collectively. 

Not only do they correspond exactly with Luther's 
condition of mind, as described above, but also, according to 
the chronological account already given of the development 
of his teaching. with the time he recommenced his work on 
the Psalms, 1518-19, which period Luther expressly mentions 
in the Preface as the date of the incident.? It is not necessary, 
indeed, when we consider the above description of the course 
of his development, not possible, to assign an carlicr date to 
the incident, though some have recently pushed it back to a 
time prior to his first exposition on the Psalms, Others, on 
account of some minor inexactitudes which occur in the 
principal account given in 1545 (sce below, p. 899), hold it to 
be a fanciful invention of Luther in his old age in which he 
was merely summing up the result of « long inward process. 
If every circumstance be calmly weighed the historian must 
however, in the main, support Luther's account ; he is not 
free to sacrifice the valuable source of knowledge, of such vast 
importance in arriving at an estimate of Luther’s personality, 
presented by these testimonies. 

In what follows Luthcr’s other testimonies to the same 
effect as that contained in the Preface, will be duly brought 
forward and their liarities noted. 


} “Carpi pralteriinm secnido interpretari. . . . Bo anno (MDXIX) 
fam redieram ad paaltcrium denue interpritandusn” 
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‘The first testimony is to be found in Johann Schlaginhaufen’s 
notes and speaks of the fears which the thought of God’s aveng- 
ing justice habitually caused Luther and from whieh the discovery 
doliverod him.’ ‘This pupil of Luthor's relates, in an abbrovisted 
Latin form, the following communication which he received from 
Luther between June and September, 1532, ie. thirteen yoars 
before the Preface: “The words just and Justice were like @ 
flash of lightning in my conscience. When I heard them I waa 

th terror [and thought]: Is He just? Then He will 
‘Tho just man liveth by faith,’ "tho Justice of God is 
made manifest without the law’ (cp. Rom. iii. 21); our life 
therefore comes of faith ; God's Justice must be the salvation of 
everyone who believes. ‘Then my conscienco at once comforted 
itself: Surely it is the Justice of God which justifies us and saves 
us; and this word (iustitia) became more pleasing to me.” 
This art,” Schlaginhaufen proceeds in Luther's own Corman, 
“tho Spiritus sancius infusod into mo in this Cl” (300 p, 398). 

‘The fear of the Divine Justice also appears in the foreground 
in the account of the incident in Luther's Table-Talk in Septern- 
ber, 1540, a3 preserved by Johann Mathesius.* “At the outset 
when I read and sang in the Psalm {every evening at Compline] 
the words: ‘In iustitia tua libera me,’ 1 was afraid and hated 
the words: ‘iustitia Dei,’ ‘iudicium Dei,’ ‘ opus Dei.’ For I 
thought nothing leas than that ‘iustitia Dei’ meant His strict 
Judgment. And if He was to save me according to His strict 
Judgment I should be lost for ever. But ‘ misericordiam Dei,’ 
*adiutorium Dei,’ those words pleased ma better.” But it was 
only after the light of a true understanding of God's Justice had 
risen upon me that “I began to relish the Psalter.” 

‘Tho notes on Luther's Table-Talk: mado by hia friond Mastor 
Caspar Heydenreich, dating from the winter 1642-43, and edited 
by Kroker in 1903 from the collection of Mathesius, must also be 
considered. 

‘Mathesius records them under the descriptive title: “ Evangelii 
occasio renascentia per Doctorem.” He plainly thought, agreeably 
with Luthor'a own opinion and that of his pupils, that the 
enlightenment ho had received on the text “The just man liveth 
by faith” was the most important, or at least one of the most 
important causes of “the now birth of the Gospel through the 
Doctor ”—Luther. And, as a matter of fact, Luther's con- 
vietion, which was shared by his pupils, that. this saving inter- 
pretation had. been infused by the Holy Spirit, sufficiently 
explains #vhy 60 much stress should bo laid on this incident, and 
also why the recipient of the ssid illumination so frequently 
recurs to it, 

Undor the above title we find Heydenraich’s lengthy account, 
taken from Luther's own lips, which agrees entirely with the 
statements of the Preface and, in particular, dwells on Luther's 














+ Schlaginhaufen, “ Tischreden” (1531-1532), p. 108, 
+ Muthesius, “*Tischreden,” p. 211 f. * Kroker's edition, p. 309. 
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ccstesy of joy at the discovery ("Cum hoo snvenissem, ita 
delectabar, in tanta letitia, ut nihil eupra"). 

In several of the accounts the Psalms are represented as the 
primary cause of the struggles that went on in Luther's soul, and 
the correct comprehension of them as one of the first fruits of 
his new discernment. Thon ‘I firat relished tho Psslter,”” 
Luther says in Mathesius’s account, and in Heydenreich’s notes 
he declares ; ‘Whereas I formerly hated the Psalms and the 
Scripture where mention was made of the Justice of God, the 
way was now clear to mo when [read in the Psalms : * Deliver me 
in ‘Thy Justico' and ‘Deliver me in ‘Thy mercy,’ ” for God's 
mercy, by which He justifies us with His grace, had, from that 
time onward, come to mean the same to him as’ the righteous- 
ness of God.” 

In Anton Lauterbach’s Diary of 1538 two passages from 
the Paalins are likewise quoted aa the cause of Luther's trouble of 
conscience,’ and in the Halle MS. of the “Colloquia” which 
Bindscil edited, and which is bas-d on Lauterbach’s collection, @ 
sirnilar uneasiness is said to have been induced by the Psalms in 
priesta generally: “When, in Popery, we read the verses [in 
question] we inimediately thought of the avenging Justice . . . 
but when I took into consideration what follows . . . I became 
jeyful,”” tho right interpretation of the passago concerning the 
just man who lives by faith “supplied a remedy for ell who were 
afflicted " (" afflictis remedium contigit 

Another passage in the Psalms which caused him trouble is 
quoted by Luther when referring to the event in his Commentary 
on Psalm |. (li), which he wrote in 1532: * Exeultabit lingua mea 
iuatitiar tucen" (verso 16); aa the biblical view of Justice had 
been olsscured in his mind and in that of all, he had been unable 
to understand how it was possible to praise the avenging Justice 
in the Psalm 

Thus, there is no doubt that the Psalms were the actual occa- 
sion of his discovery and his statement in the Preface of 1545 
with regard to the time it occurred is thereby confirmed.* 

















indsoll, fp. 270. Cp. 1y p. 52, 

2“ Opp. Lat. exeg.,” 19, p. 130. 

+ Kawerau iso lays great stress on the connection between Luther's 
it and his Work on the Psalms. “Theol, Studien und 








idea of the Institia Dei formed the starting-point. J. Ficker says in 
the Preface to his edition of the Commentary on Romans, p. 1xxii, with 
regard to the testimony Laither gives concerning himself in his Prefatio : 
“He speaks of the second course [en the Psalms}, but is. without doubt, 
thinking of the first.” And O. Sehee! (see above, p. 388, n. 3), p. 112, 
ete,, profers to fix thie first course on the Psalms as the time of Luther's 
experienco, and rests his assumption on tho fact that Luther had 
“yeforning ideas” present in his mind even before he wrote the 
Commentary on Komans. J, nevertheless, think I may appeal in 
opposition to this view to my preceding statements which touch on 
all'the points reised, more particularly on the change whieh during the 
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Luther's pupil, Conrad Cordatus, in recording the matter in 
his diary is quite right in emphasising, in Luther's own words, 
that the knowledge gained by the incident was: “ Ergo ez fide 
ent tustitia et ex iustitia vita" ;' this is also done in the German 
‘Teblo-Talk, where we find o rather more detailed description of 
the inference drawn by Luther: ‘Then I became of another 
mind snd from that moment thought : We are to live as justified 
by faith, and the Justice of God, which is His attribute, shall save 
all who believe; these verses ‘will no longer affright the poor 
sinners and those who are troubled in conscience, but on the 
contrary comfort them.” 

In the reference made to the event in the Commentary on Genesis 
(1640), the fact that tho just man lives by faith is also placed in 
the foreground, and in this case we iney safely rely on the 
Commentary though it was not printed till after Luther's death.* 
Here wo read that it was the knowledge he had acquired “under 
the enlightenment of the Holy Ghost ” that “ our life comes from. 
faith” that had ‘*opencd out the whole of Scripture to him,. 
and heaven itself." This, according to the passage in question, 
was the result of the “ anxious work,” which at the outset he had. 
devoted to the comprehension of Romans i. 17. By the use of 
such an expression as “at tho outset,” “ primum,” tho opening 
word of the whole passage which speaks of his development, he 
would appear to imply that it was then that the foundation wes 
laid of the great evangelical truth concerning faith. ‘This agrees 
with the title Mathesius bestows on his notes : “ Occasion of the 
re-birth of the gospel by means of the Doctor.” In the passage 
in question in the Commentary on Genesis the consoling faith 
which he had been cormmissioned to teach is contrasted with the 
“ unbelief ” prevalent in Popery, which hes lost all experience of 
this security, ‘They did not know that unbelief was asin». « 
and yet conscience cannot find any real comfort in works. Let 
us therefore enjoy the blessing of God which is now imparted 
to us." 








Luther’s utterances so far haye referred more to the 
inward occasion, to the time and the subject-matter of the 
experience from which the dogma of absolute assurance of 


period from 1616 to 1516 occurred in Luther, who in his first Com- 
mentary on tha Psalms had been much more Catholiceminded. In 
fixing chronologically the date of the experience described in the 
Latin Proofatio I have tho further advantage of being supported by 
Luther's cloar and definite statement. As he estecrnod him second 
course on the Paalms so highly (sce above, p. 386) and consigned tho 
first to oblivion, it ia difficult to imagine that he mistook tho one for 
the othor. On tho other hand, a mistake as to the sequence of those 
ideaa which had maco an impression on him in his youth mixht casil 
be explained by ndvancing years, like hia mistakes concerning the t 
when he first became acyti 
in this cuse, with Augustine). vp. 
* “ Werko,”” Erl. ed., 8, p. 370. Cp. pp. 336, £04. 
* Seo above, p. 388, n. 3. 
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salvation took its rise, The statements which follow, on the 
other hand, refer more to the place where the incident 
occurred, but they at the same time emphasise more par- 
ticularly an element which was incidentally connected with 
it, namely, the inspiration by the Spirit of God. 


In Lautorbsch’s Colloquia" (od. by Bindsoil) the account com- 
mences with the words: “ By the grace of God while thinking 
on one occasion on this tower [he seems to be pointing with his 
finger to the very spot] and hypocaustum, over those words : 
Tustus ex fide vivi . .. the Holy Ghost revealed the Scripture to 
me in this tower.”* In Cordatus’s diary both circumstances are 
mentioned : “ On one occasion on this tower (whore the privy of 
the monks was situated) when I was speculating on the words, etc., 
the Holy Ghost imparted to me this knowledge on this tower,” 
i.e. to understand that “* Justice comes of faith and life proceeds 
from Justice.”* The editor, H. Wrampelmeyer, points out the 
fact that the mention of the “privy” is omitted in the later 
Tablo-Talk. In tho German Table-Talk tho inspiration is 
mentioned instead : “ This knowledge was given to me by the 
Holy Ghost alone.""* Rebenstock, in his valuable Latin Table- 
Talk, gives both together: “in Aac turri vel hypocausto,” 
later: "Hee verba per Spizitum sanctum mihi revelata eunt. 
The Lutheran pastor Caspar Khummer, who, in 1554, made a 
collection of Table-Talk, relates beth circumstances (in Lautor- 
bach’s edition): ‘Cum eemel in hac turré epeculabar,” and 
further on: " With this knowledge the Holy Ghost inspired me 
in this cloaca on the tower.”* 

The mention of the cloaca explains the entry of Johann 
Schlaginhaufen in his notes of Luther’s own words in 1532: 
“This art the Spiritus eanctus infused into me in this Cl."* Closes, 
is abbroviated into Cl, probably because Schlaginhaufen’s 
copyist, was reluctant to write it out in full alongside of the 
account of the inspiration which Luther had reccived from the 
Holy Ghost ; the editor suggests we should read “ Capitel ” ; but 
the chapter-house is not to be thought of. Strange indeed are the 
interpretations which have been given, even in rocent times, hy 
the unlearned to many of the oxpreisions in our texts. ‘Tho 
“ locus secretua" was supposed to be “a special place allotted to 
the monks in the tower,” whereas it is clear that the “ secret 
chamber" was simply the closet or privy, 8 word which occurs 
often enough in Luther's later abuse of the Papists. In olden 
times it was very usnal to establish this adjunet on the city wall 
and its towors, tho sewage having egress outside the town 
boundaries. ‘The buildings on the city wall, of which we hear in 





























‘olume iy p. 52, +P, 423, 
Werke,” Eirl ed., 58, p. 370, 

* In the notes to the “ Colloquia,” ed. Bindseil, 1, p. 52. 
6 J. K. Seiderann in his edition of Lauterbach, p. 81. 

* Seo above, p. 398. 
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connection with Luther's monastery, were simply this and 
nothing more. It has been said that by the word “ tower” was 
meant. spiritual prison, namely, Popery, in which Luther 
languished until his enlightenment. In the hypoceustum was 
seen the spiritual sweat-bath in which the Monk was immersod 
till the time of his liberation by the new doctrine. As a matter of 
fact the allusion is to a heating apparatus, or warmed space, 
either below or in front of the privy, some such arrangement being 
common in monasteries. In his cell Luther had no stove. 

‘We know from Luther's letters that there was @ question in 
1519 of allotting some other place outside tho walls to the 
previously existing privy, or of rebuilding it. In the neme of the 
community, Luther, in the middle of May, 1519, requested the 
Elector for permission to erect a “ necessary building outside the 
walls on the moat,” because the “gentlemen of the Wittenberg 
Council" delayed giving their sanction. The result of the 
request is unknown ; as, however, Cordatus, in the passage 
referring to the tower, makes use of the words: “in which the 
monks’ privy was,” it would seem at the time he wrote to have 
‘been no longer in the tower. The tower, however, remained, 
otherwise Luther would not have said, as he did, that the event 
took place on (or in) this tower. An historian of Luther's Augus- 
tinian priory stated in 1883, that, on the eastern side of the 
monastery, where the localities in quostion were probably 
situated, broken drain-pipes were to be seen up to the middle of 
last: (the eighteenth) century.* 

We must, thoreforo, represent the sceno of the discovery as 
the scerct chamber, which Luther expressly mentions, situated 
ine tower on the walls, probably on the eastern flank of the 
monastery. Constructed against the outer side of the tower, it 
probably projected over tho moat, and, below, or in front of it, 
was the so-called hypocaustum, 














As regards the revelation mentioned in the above passages, 
it is certain that Luther always traced back the knowledge so 
acquired to @ spccial revelation, though not indeed to any- 
thing like a vision, Those verses on faith composed his 
“evangel,” and he always declared with regard to this 
“ evangel ” that his discovery, made at the cost of so much 
labour, had been aceompanied by a “ revelation of the Holy 
Ghost.’"* 

He speaks, for instance, of the time when he began to advocate 


his favourite doctrine as being tho time of the ‘revelation of the 
evangel.”* In answer to the fanatics who disputed his right to 








Lisch, in Enders, “ Briefweehsel Luther, 





= Werke,” Erk cul, 93, p. 9“ Briefweehsel,” 2, 





Been, Cleach'des Lathorhatseas Issa p. 
Seo volume iii, Xvi. 1, and volume vi 
© Werke,” Erl. ed, 61, p. 338, " Tischreden. 





Google INIVERSITY OF CALIFORNY 


398 LUTHER THE MONK 


the first place in the new teaching, he defends himself by saying 
that it was he who “ not. without the revelation of the Holy Ghost. 
had again brought forward the gospel." The words contained in. 
his letter to the Elector on his return from the Wartburg express 
a consciousness of a higher illurnination, whore he declaros that 
he had received the “evangel, not from men, but solely from 
heaven through our Lord Jesus’ Christ,’ 

“Such self-reliance almost fills us with anxiety,” says Adolf 
‘Harnack, of the letter and other writings. ‘', . . Wo seck in vain in 
thewholehistory of theChurch for examplesof men who could write 
such letters as that to the Elector, and the writings which Luther 
composed on the Wartburg. I can quite understand how Catholic 
critica sce in these letters a ‘ delirious pride.’ There is no choies 
except to judge Luther thus or to recognise that his place was an 
entirely peculiar one in the history of the Christian religion.""* 
Harnack goes on to quote another extremely self-confident 

from Luther: “It pleased God well to reveal Hie Son 
through me,” and then expresses his own opinion on the subject : 
“*Luther’s merit consisted in the circumstance that he was able 
to express what he had experienced, namely, the equation of the 
assurance of salvation, end feith reliance, Hamack 
adds, was the ‘true expression of a religious freedom such a8 
Clement of Alexandria had painted as the disposition of a true 
Christian, and such as the mystics of all ages had in their way 
sought to attain to.” 

Luther's claim to special illumination must, as hinted be- 
fore, be restricted to tho domain of the aforesaid doctrine of 
assurance of salvation ; the whole of his doctrine did not come 
to him from God, or at least only by way of the inspiration of 
the Spirit, which, according to his own statements to be after- 
wards considered, is common to all well-disposed Christians who 
make use of Holy Scripture. Déllinger, also, says : This doctrine 
was the ‘only one which he really believed he had received by 
epecial revelation of the Holy Ghost.""* 


Here again we perceive the fundamental importance attach- 
ing to the assurance of salvation as the corner-stone of his 
development. Unconsciously he had been driven forward 
to this extremity. Protestants quite rightly have often 
pointed out that the decisive question for him was: “ How 
can I, a mere single individual, be assured of the forgiveness 
of sins and thereby of the merey of God ?” ‘He ventured,” 


2 On March 5, 1522, “Werke,” Erl. ed. 53, p. 106 ('* Briofwwechsel,” 
206). 
“Dogmengeach.. 8, p. 812. 
4 Ibideep. 646,  Hameck (p. $12) urges that Luther's celf-confidence 
waa combined with entire humility with respest to God, 
“1 
“Die Reformation,” 3, p. 186. Dillinger is there specking of the 
“doctrine of Imputation,”” by which he means the doctrine of faith 
alone which produces the exourance of salvation: 
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so it has been said, “ to throw overboard all doubts as to the 
doctrine of assurance of salvation and to declare frankly 
and freely: it is impossible to trust God without being 
fully assured of redemption and salvation.” ‘One thing 
only was still wanting (in his Commentary on Romans), 
namely, the clear perception of the fact, that the believer 
not only may be certain of his redemption, but that he 
must be so.” The mystics helped him finally to arrive at the 
“joyous sense of rust in God ” after he had been through 
“* the hell of a troubled conscience” ; thus he was set “* free 
from the last scruples and doubts, and reached the con- 
sciousness that he might, nay, must, rest assured of his 
@od.?1 

The fact cannot be concealed, that in the above passages 
concerning the discovery on the tower, which for the most 
part date from a later period of Luther’s life, there is some 
obscurity and confusion as to the subject. He says first : 
the Justice of God, by which God (Christ) is Just, is taught 
in the New Law and is also indicated in the Psalms, and this 
Justice of God is reckoned to us as our Justice. Secondly, 
we lay hold upon it only by faith, and thus our life comes 
from faith (fiducial faith with assurance of salvation), of 
which fact we must be joyfully confident, Thirdly: The 
difficulty caused by the idea of God’s avenging Justice, 
which weighs down the soul, must therefore be fought 
against with determination. Of the first of these three ele- 
ments Luther had made personal experience long before this 
time ; its earliest expression is at the commencement of the 
Commentary on Romans, also in the well-known letter to 
Spenlein of April 7, 1516. He had therefore no right to 
speak of it as forming the subject of his newly acquired 
knowledge, The second clement on the othcr hand was 
really new, and gave him the answer to the anxious question : 
How is the imputed Justice of God to become mine? Not 
by self-annihilation, not by humilitas, not by yearning 
prayer and other works which hitherto he had proposed as 
the means, but by faith only which had assured him of 
‘ regeneration,” of heavenly revclations, cte. Concerning 
the third element no more necd be said here, however 
greedily he may have seized the semblance of comfort which 


1 So H. Bohmer, “Luther im Lichte der neueren Forschung"*, 
1910, pp. 45, 57, 58. 
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the discovery afforded him, passing from the storms of his 
crisis into what he took to be 2 safe haven of peace. 

The illusory talisman of absolute assurance of salvation 
was the result of the second stage of his development. 


‘3. Legends. Storm Signals 


On looking back in later years upon the course of his 
spiritual progress in the monastery, Luther was unable to 
distinguish clearly between the various stages of his develop- 
ment. The incident in the tower, which had left the strongest 
impression on his memory, drew the first stage more and 
more into the foreground in his imagination, so that in his 
accounts he assigns to it an undue prominence to the 
disadvantage of the two others. Hence the want of clearness 
noticeable in his statements with regard to the same. 

We find not merely obscurity, but actual error, particularly 
in his account of the traditional interpretation and that 
which he had himself begun to advocate of the Fustitia Dei 
(Rom. i. 17). Luther is, in this matter, the originator of the 
great legend still current even in our own day, which 
represents him as a Columbus diseovering therein the central 
truth set forth by Paul; no one had been able to find the 
key to the passage before his glance penetrated to the 
truth. All the Ieamed men of earlier times had said that 
iustitia there meant the avenging Justice of an angry God. 
As amatterof fact, in Luther's lectures on Genesis in 1540-41, 
it is asserted that all the doctors of the Church, with 
the exception of Augustine, had misunderstood the verses 
Romans i. 16 £.; Luther's Preface to his Latin works to 
some extent presupposes the same, for he says that he had, 
“according tothe custom and use of all doctors” (‘*tsw et con- 
suetudine omnium doctorum doctus”), understood the passage 
as meaning that justice ‘* by which God is Just and punishes 
sin,” and only Augustine, with whom he had made common 
cause, had found the right interpretation (‘* iustitiam Dei 
interpretatur, qua nos Deus induit”), although even the 
latter did not teach imputation clearly (sec above, p. 892). 


2 Seo above, p. 388, n. 3. We can hardly assume that such « state- 

ment wns an error of the Notes; it is moro probnble that Luther mede 
‘ake in his verbal delivery. 

In other statermenta, such as that rolated by Heydenreich (above, 

1p. 892). he assumes that no doctor waanble to supply him with theright 

explanation: ' No one came to open the door.” ete. 
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“As a matter of fact, however, the exact opposite is the 
case : all the medieval doctors whom he studied as a monk, 
Peter Lombard, Lyra and Paul of Burgos, gave, as can be 
proved, the same interpretation as Augustine. Thus Luther 
was completely at sea as to the handling of this, to him 
most important, passage.”? Luther in his Preface says 
that contrary to all expectation (‘ preeter spem”) he had, 
after his own discovery, found in St. Augustine’s “ De 
Spiritu et litiera”’ an interpretation which agreed with his 
own, and that this caused him fresh joy, although Augustine 
expresses himself imperfectly with regard to the same. 
Denifie, on the other hand, proves by the testimony of more 
than sixty interpreters of antiquity, that all are unani- 
mous in taking the iustitia Dei in St. Paul in the same sense 
as St. Augustine, viz. as the Justice by which God renders 
men just.? The demonstration is conducted with “‘com- 
mendable accuracy and fulness.”* 

Luther himself, strange to say, at an earlier date and 
previous to the Tower incident, had repeatedly employed 
the correct interpretation. We can only suppose that it 
then made no impression on him, at any rate, no such 
impression as the incident on the Tower. He makes use of it 
with special reference to its older representatives, in the 
marginal notes to the Sentences of Peter Lombard, 1509-10,4 
then in the Commentary on the Psalms, and finally even in 
the Commentary on Romans, where he twice quotes Augus- 
tine and even the “ De spiritu et litera,” 

It is truo that on these occasions he passes over tho paa- 
sago in tho Epistle without displaying any particular interest, 
ie. without laying on it the stress he docs at a later date. 
Another difference is also noticeable. Luther has introduced 
since 1518 an entirely new idea, which he had not before, into 


+ Thus Bohmer, itid., p. 35. 

* Denifie, “Luther und Luthertum,” 1%. “ Quellenbelege ; dio 
bendlandischen Schriftausleger bis Luther tiber iustitia Dei (Rom. 
i. 17) und itutificatio,” 1905. Among the older interpretera Abailard 
slone may be an exception. 

* Ficker in the Preface, Txxix. 

4 Cp. Bohmer’, p. 47: “ It is a matter of intorest that he refers for 
‘the interpretation to a work much used in that period, the * Biblia cum 
gloasa ordinaria,’ printed at Basle by Froben, 1508. Tt is plain that he 
Jooked up this: gloss on the Epistlo.” On the strength of this Bohmer 
thought himself entitled to say: “ The birth-hour of the Reformation 
falla in the winter 1508-9... » Its birthplace wea the Black Monastery. 
at Wittenberg”; but “it was only quite slowly that Luther lived 
himself into his new religious views,” 
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his interpretation of the iustitia Dei. In it he finds not only that 
the justice which comes from God justifies us, but that it is 
bestowed upon us solely and directly by moans of a trusting 
faith, end thet thus @ “life” in grace is opened up to man of 
which he must be infallibly certain in his innermost conscious- 
| In his accounts, says Loofs, “wo have documentary proof of 
impaired memory.” “It is plain that Luther's memory, in the 
course of years, and owing to his ‘odium papa,’ had, as we can 
well understand, become inaccurate with regard to pre-Reforma- 
tion conditions." The “odium pape" would certainly seem to 
have been concerned in his placing in the forefront his supposed 
re-discovery of an exegesis which Popory had forgotton. 

Merely in order to throw light on the sequel of tho great 
legend in our own times, we may here remark that it is difficult 
to understand the displeasure expressed by modern Church 
historian and admirer of Luther, when some Protestants dared 
to agree with Denifte’s lengthy demonstration of the real 
exegetical history of Romans i. 17. An impartial theologian, 
amongst others, expressed himself a follows in a periodical 
“Denifle has proved beyond a doubt thet Luther was wrong 
when he asserted that: the earlier doctors had almost without 
exception taken the iustitia Def, Rom. i. 17, in the sense of the 
Divine anger.”*_ These words roused the admirer wo have in 
mind to reply immediately as followa in tha “ 'Theologisches 
Literaturblatt ” of Leipzig: ‘Doos then the writer not per- 
ceive what the result must be for Luther’s character 1” Of 
two things, one, he says, either Luther lied, or he acted most 
unserupulously and never consulted the earlier doctors.* 

The new discovery not only filled Luther with blind 
courage and defiant presumption in the defence of his 
previous teaching, but also lent a giant strength to his action 
as a reformer of ecclesiastical conditions against Rome’s 
abuses. He now begins to act as a spokesman of the nation 
and to constitute himself the leader of the already existing 
anti-Roman movement in Germany. 

Ho now persuades himself more strongly than ever that he 
is in possession of @ truth which is to be suppressed by Italian 
trickery and imperiousness, if not by “ poison and the dagger,” 
as was being planned in Italy. Rome had ravaged Scripture and 
tha Church, her name should be Babylon: this (Apocalyptic) 
Beast, this Antichrist, must be exposed before the world, other- 

} Loos,“ Dogmengesch."4, p. 688 f. Loofs remarks concerning 
the statements on Augustine : ** Luthor was also mistaken with regard 
to this (tha time and tho mannor of his experionce]” My view of the 
state of the case differs, however, from that of Loais, Braun, Behmer, 
Scheol, ete. 

Din Reformation,” Lit. Reilage, September, 1905, 

2“ Theologisches Literaturblatt,” 26, 1905, col. 507. 

















Google UNIVERSITY OF CALIFO 


THE LUTHER LEGEND 403 


wise he might as well surrender his theology and allow it to 
perish; ‘I do not caro if even my friends say I have lost my 
reason; it must be so; I have awaited this hour when they 
should be offended in me, as the disciples and friends of Christ 
were in Christ (Matt. xxvi.31; Mark xiv. 27); truth must stand 
by its divine strength, not by mine or yours or that of any man.”1 

“It is only we Germans on whom the Empire descended, who 
have strengthened the power of the Popes so far as wo could. 
For our punishment we have had to endure therm as masters in 
cursing and abuse, and now as robbers also by means of pallium- 
fees and taxes on the bishoprics.”"* 

In the Preface to the Commentary on Clalatians he sont forth @ 
call to the Germans and their Princes, which anticipates his 
lator pamphlot ‘‘'To the Nobility of the German Nation,” in the 
same way as the ideas contained in his work on the Twofold 
Justice sorve as a prelude to the booklet “On the Freedom of 
Christian Man.” ‘Those godless windbegs, Prierias, Cajetan and 
their fellows, abuse us as German clowns, simpletons, beasts, 
barbarians, and mock at the incredible patience with which we 
allow ourselves to be deceived and robbed. All praise therefore 
to the German Princes for recently [1518], at Augsburg, refusing 
the tenths, twentieths and fiftieths to the Roman Curia, not- 
withstanding that they knew the cursed Roman Council [5th of 
the Lateran] had sanctioned these taxes. They recognised that 
the Pope and the Council had erred that the legates of the 
Curia. are only after gold and more gold. The example of these 
lay theologians is especially worthy of imitation. ... It is a 
proof of greater piety when the Princes and other folk of any 


degree oppose the Curia than if they were to take up arms against 
the Turk.” . 











As we shall see, it was not Ulrich von Hutten who first 
roused Luther to such language against Rome, and to the 
stirring up of a false patriotism. Hutten’s letters to. him, 
and those of the other Humanists, are of later date, as also 
the congratulations and exhortations of the Humanist 
Crotus Rubcanus. It is a legend to attribute the raising 
of the standard of the Reformation principally to the 
Humanists and revolutionary knights. The fact that its 
origin may be traced back to 1521 does not make it one whit 
more credible historically. The air, in any case, was full of 
the anti-Roman spirit of revolt breathed by the Humanists 
and knights. The Wittenberg Monk had become acquainted 
with this spirit and-found it sympathetic, How well it 
suited his purpose will be shown in the next chapter. 





1 To Spalatin, February 24, 1519, “Briefwochscl,” 2, p. 2: 
“ Halicer subtilitates.”” 
* Tbid., p. 6. 2 Cp. Bohmer’, p. 63. 
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The subversive doctrines which he had now at length fully 
developed in the quiet of his monastery held the first place 
among the factors which drove him onwards ; in so far as 
these doctrines were in very truth his own production, born 
of his own heart and brain amid incredible anxictics and 
struggles, we may, nay must, say that it was a new and 
independent task which he undertook, and that his was the 
labour and his the results, What Luther with his subversive 
theology propounded from that time forward, what he, 
with his chief doctrine of justification by faith and the 
appropriation of salvation, began to set in the place of the old 
teaching, was “in no way the necessary product of the 
various factors which had assisted in his education, but 
rather something new, original and never before known, 
only to be accounted for by Luther’s own extraordinary 
genius.” 1 In this sense the entire lack of originality with 
which he has frequently been reproached must also be 
relegated to the domain of legend. In attacking him to-day, 
the tactics which commended themselves to the ‘older 
theologians, who knew little of his history, or at any rate of 
the course of his interior development, should no longer be 
resorted to. ‘Their plan was to range all his doctrines under 
some one or other of the older heresies—even though only the 
germ of his errors was to be found in former ages—and then 
sapiently to declare he had merely gone about collecting his 
errors from the various olden heretics. It is quite a different 
matter that like errors are so frequently met with in 
history even in most uncxpected quarters ; it is due to their 
many-sidedness and to their windings and aberrations. 
‘The truth which is vouched for by the Church pursues its 
own straight, undeviating path, from the earliest disciples 
of Christ down to our own times, and in its quict, immutable 
splendour is infinitely more original than any error, how- 
ever new and modern it may claim to be. 











1 Bahmert, p. 60. 
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